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PUPILS AS RELATED TO SELECTED ORGANIZATIONAL VARIABLES EXISTING
WITHIN SCHOOLS
Abstract of Dissertation

PROBLEM
The major problem under investigation vms to
determine the significance of organizational factors in
schools on the ease of accomplishing the Educationally
Handicapped program goals of integration and reintegration
as prescribed by the State of California.

PURPOSE
The study's major purpose was to det:1~rmine what
effect, if any, do
the organizational environments of
schools have on program goals of integration and reintegration for the Educationally Handicapped? A secondary
purpose o£ this study was to determine what effect, if
any, do
the selections of procedures used by teachers
to return Educationally Handicapped pupils to the regular
elassroom have on the program goals of integration and
reintegration for the Educationally Handicapped?

PROCEDURES
groups, regular classroom teachers and teachers
of the Educationally Handicapped, in thirteen ele:nentary
schools comprised the sample population. The thirteen
elementary schools were located in a single unified school
district. Two survey instruments were used to test the
major hypotheses of this study. One hundred and twentyone regular classroom teachers completed the Profile of a
School questionnaire. This questionnaire describeeftfie-organi.zational envirorm1ents of the thirteen sample population schools. Eighteen teachers of the Educationally
Handic~pped completed t~~ Edu9ationa11v H~ndica£ped.Rein
tegr atlon Surv~. The .bciuca t1.onall y tianchcapped Rei.nte-·
g!ation Sur~~-.Y provided data on the integration and
reintegration levels of 214 Educationally Handicapped
pupils enrolled in the sample schools. The survey also
tl:sn:~~d--a--~rer~es--of-(t'etintegrc:rti:urr--vrocedures- that may
be used by teachers to return Educationally Handicapped
pupils to the regular classroom.
T\~To

ii

iii
Pearson product-moment correlations were made
between the integration/reintegration measure (Maximal
Reintegration Index) and 19 organizational environment
variables. In addition, Pearson product-moment correlations were made between the Haximal Reintegration Index
and 12 ancillary variables. Tw·enty-t\vO 2 by 2 tables
compared the selections of (re) inte.gration procedures
used in the sample schools with the designated (re)integration levels of the sample schools.
FINDINGS
There was no statistically significant relationship
between organizational typology of schools and the levels
of integration/reintegration of Educationally Handicapped
pupils enrolled in these schools.
There was no statistically significant relationship
between the selections of (re)integration procedures used
by teachers of the Educationally Handicapped and the
designated (re)integration levels of the sample schools.
There was a statistically significant relationship
bet\veen total years of teaching experience for teachers of
the Educationally Handicapped and the levels of integration/
reintegration of the Educ.ationally Handicapped pupils
enrolled in these schools.
CONCLUSIONS
The findings of this study suggested that the
organizational environments of schools had no significant
affect on the program goals of integration and reintegration for the Educationally Handicapped.
A second conclusion of this study was that the
selections of procedures used by teachers of the Educationally Handicapped to return these pupils to the regular
program had no significant affect on the program goals of
integration and reintegration for the Educationally
Handicapped.
A third conclusion of this study indicated that
the total years of teaching experience by teachers of the
Educationally Handicapped had a significant relationship
to the program goals of integration and reintegration for
the Educationally Handicapped.
REC011HENDATIONS
An inferential conclusion was drawn from this
study; that is, a System 3 organizational typology did
not maximally promote the program goals of integration
and reintegration for the Educationally Handicapped. The
-rnferent-iat -c-onclusion--crf-en:e--s-euc.y--suggesTs -th-ar-future
investigations should examine other types of organizational
environments of schools, particularly schools with System 1

iv
and System 4 typologies in relation to the program goals
of integration and reintegration of the Educationally
Handicapped.
Replication of this study in school districts
which are similar to the school district selected for this
study could permit augmentation of the study's findings as
well as the inferential conclusion derived from these
findings.
Replication of this study in school districts which
are discrepant to the school district selected for this
study would ascertain th~ generalizability of the study's
findings in a variety of educational settings.
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Chapter 1
BACKGROUND AND SIGNIFICANCE

OF THE PROBLEM
Recently, California, like many states, has
shown a renewed interest and concern for the pupil with
exceptional needs.

The adoption of the Master Plan for

Special Education in December 1973 by the State Board
of Education reflects an effort to extend and equalize
the opportunities for all pupils requiring
.
.
1
e ducat~on serv~ces.

special

California has not been alone in this effort.
Kappan notes that seven states have recently enacted
new and comprehensive legislation regarding exceptional

'1 s. 2

pup~

the year 1973 brought the moment of truth
about special education to the people of the United
States. The truth was that
nearly all the states
in the Union (there are two exceptions) now demand
that school districts administer special education
programs ~or the major categories of handicapped
children.
1 cali.fornia Master Plan for Special Education

(Sacramento: ~tate Pr~nt~ng Off~ce, 1974).
2
samuel Elam, "Special Education a Major Event
--- in u19-7.3-,"-F.hi.-DB-l-ta-Kappan _(Ap_r_il_l_9_lil-_)__,_ Y.Ql_.__ 5__5_,_l'i9_ ._ _8 ~. _ _
pp. 513-14.
3 rbid.
1

2

Special education programs that were initially
permissive are now mandated.

Beginning the 1973-74 school

year, the California Master Plan for Special Education
mandated special education programs for exceptional
children between 5 years 6 months and 18 years of age.
Beginning the 1977-78 school year these programs were to
be extended to exceptional children between 3 and 21 years
of age. 4
With the advent of this legislation there will be
a continued need for the expansion of special education
services to meet growing pupil needs.

In 1974 Wilson

Riles, State Superintendent of Public Instruction, indicated
a large number of exceptional pupils still were not being
served by special education programs.
Out of California's 1,056 school districts, 206 school
districts presently have no specialized help to offer
exceptional pupils. 5
Concurrently with the growing expansion of special
education programs to serve more pupils, there has been a
mounting concern over the format and shape of these programs
(Kirk, 1964; 6 Dunn, 1968; 7 Deno, 1970; 8 Lilly, 1970; 9 and
Glavin, 1974 10 ).
4 california ~1aster Plan for Special Education,
op. cit.
- ------ ---- --~Wilson_Rilas_, __Sup_erintendent of Pub lie Instruction,
State of California, "Legislation -wourd-Keform-a.rrd-En-1-arge-Special Education," The Sacramento Bee (California) April 24,
1972, p. 4.

3

Willower conceptualized special education as a
subculture of general education and not separate from
it. 11 Brinegar viewed special education as providing
resource services to be utilized by general education.
While special education can be seen as an alternative
or a supplement to general education, general education
must stand ready to receive the majority of those receiving
special educa~ion services back into the mainstream of
.
12
e ducat~on.
6 samuel Kirk, "Needed Projects and Research in
Special Education," cited in Nelson B. Henry (ed.),
Education of Exceptional Children, 49th Yearbook National
Society for the Study of Education, Part II (Chicago,
Illinois: University of Chicago Press, 1950), Chapter 17,
pp. 320-34.
7Lloyd Dunn, "Special Education for the Hildly
Retarded--Is Much of It Justified?" Exceptional Children
(September 1968), Vol. 35, No. 1, pp. 5-22.
8 Evelyn Deno, "Special Education as Development
Capital," Exceptional Children ·(November 1970), Vol 37,
No. 3, pp. 229-37.
9 stephen M. Lilly, 'Special Education: A Teapot
in a Tempest," Excettional Children (September 1970,
Vol. 37, No. 1, pp. 3-49.
10 John P. Glavin, Behavioral Strategies for Classroom Hanagement (Columbus, Ohio: Charles E. l'1errill
Puolish~ng Co., 1974), Chapter I.
11 Donald J. Willower, "Special Education Organization and Adrdnistration," Exceptional Children (April 1970),
Vol. 26, No. 8, pp. 591-94.
··----------·----·12 L-e-s-:ti-e-Brtn-e-g-aT;-"eai-:tforrr±a-'-s--Ha-ster--P-l-an--for
Special Education," Liaison, California State Department
of Mental Hygiene, Sacramento, 1 (1972), pp. 13-16.

···-··-

---·-

- - - - -

4
Glavin noted two major trends that currently
reflect a positive change in attitudes of educators
toward the exceptional pupil, that of increased individualization of all instruction and the normalization of

.
1 pup1.1 . 13
t h e except1ona
In sum1nary, both the renewed interest in extending
instructional services to exceptional pupils and the
increased emphasis on providing normalization experiences
for these pupils are significant issues confronting the
educational community.

In view of these trends, investi-

gations that measure existing school environments in
relation to tne integration and reintegration problem
provide an important empirical link to the relationship
between special and general edu.cation.
Educationally Handicapped
Since 1963 school districts in California have
provided special education assistance to pupils with
"marked learning or behavior disorders," termed "Educationally Handicapped." 14 The number of pupils so
classified has varied according to various state
. . .
15 Prevalance figures vary from a conservative
d e f 1n1t1ons.

13 John P. Glavin, op. cit., pp. 5-6.
-14ca.trfornia-Ea.u-ca-ti-orr-eode--,--Ghapter- "1-.1-,--See~ion-s-6750-6753 (Sacramento: State of California, 1969).

5

l percent of the school age population 16 to an estimate
of 28 percent of the total school age population. 17 In
California a figure of 2 percent prevalence for Educationally Handicapped pupils \vithin a school population is used
for determination of excess cost funding.

Brinegar

reported that out of 90,000 pupils eligible to be enrolled
during the 1971-72 school year, 50,000 pupils were enrolled
in Educationally Handicapped program. 18
During the 1975-76 school year, the enrollment
figure increased to 75,635 pupils enrolled in the Educationally Handicapped Program. 19
The California Education Code, Section 6752.2(C),
has required as a basis for program expansion "the demonstrated ability of the district to return Educationally
15 samuel D. Clements, "Hinimal Brain Dsyfunction
in Children N.I.D.S. Monograph No. 3, 11 Public Health
Bulletin No. 1415 (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government
Printing Office, 1966).
16 u.s. Office of Education, Census Report, Bur~au
of Handicapped, 1970.
17 Robert Bruinincks, G. Glaman and C. Clark,
11
Prevalence of Learning Disabilities: Findings, Issues and
Recommendations, 11 Research Report No. 20, Department of
Health, Education and Welfare (Washington, D.C.: U.S.
Government Printing Office, 1971).
18 Les 1·~e Br~negar,
.
.
op. c~t.,
p. 16 .
19 Personal co1nmunication with the Office of Special
- -:Eduea~ien ,---Ga-1-i-fG-l~n-ia-S-tate_ D_eparJ:ment_ _Qi __E_ql..].c:,a t:!_on
December 13, 1975.
_L

6

Handicapped minors who can participate effectively to the
regular school program." 20 This goal is consistent with
many of the leading authorities within the field of
learning disorders. Barsch 21 and other leading educators 22 ' 23 have stated the objective of the special class
placement for these pupils was to return the pupil to
appropriate intellectual and educational functioning
in the regular class system as soon as possible.
Levin reported little summarized information
was available on the integraion or reintegration process
for learning disabled pupils. 24 Grosenick commented
that "the lack of information regarding integration may
in reality be an accurate reflection of the actual practices and procedures." 25
20 california Education Code, Chapter 7.1, Section
6752-2(C), p. 411.
21 Ray Barsch, A Movigenic Curriculum (Madison,
Wisconsin: Bureau for Handicapped Children, 1965), p. 3.
22 Edward Schulty, Alfred Hirshoren, Ann Manton,
and Robert Henderson, "Special Education for the Emotionally Dist~rbed," Exceltional Children (December 1971),
Vol. 28, No. 4, pp. 3 3-19.
23 corrine Kass (ed.), Final Report, Advanced
Institute for Leadership Personnel in Learning Disability,
Leadership Training Institute (Arizona: University of
Arizona, 1971), EIRC ED 050-336.
24Alma J. Levin, "A Comparison of the Responses of
·-- ·-·- --Se-1e.cte.d--Educators .. on__ the__Eff_ectiyenesQ._Qf -~pecified
Procedures for Reintegrating Children with Learning-and-- - -- Behavioral Disorders from the Special Self-contained
Classes into the Regular Elementary Classes" (unpublished

7

With the tontinued expansion of the Educationally Handicapped program throughout the State of
California, it becomes increasingly important to
investigate school practices and school conditions
that affect the prescribed goals established for the
Educationally Handicapped program.
STATENENT OF THE PROBLEM
The problem under investigation is to describe
an efficacious school model that provides for the
optimal ease of accomplishing the program goals of
integration and reintegration for the Educationally
Handicapped program.

This study will ans\ver two major

questions related to this problem.
1.

\Vhat is the affect of the schools' organi-

zational environment on the integration and reintegratio'i:l process for Educationally Handicapped pupils?
Are these identifiable organizational climate or leadership
features of schools that affect the ease of attaining

Ph.D. dissertation, Ohio State University, 1974),
pp. 66-67.
25 Judith K. Grosenick, "Integration of the Exceptional Children into Regular Classes," cited in Edward L.
Heyen (ed. ). Strategies for Teaching Exceptional Children
__ il2c;:ny_ex_:_ ___ Lo_ve ~ubli_shing_S:o ~__1}7 2L__ p_~_ 31_1~-----

8

integration and reintegration for Educationally Handicapped
pupils?
What is the affect of the selection of integration
and reintegration procedures employed by schools on the
integration and reintegration process for Educationally
Handicapped pupils?

Are these identifiable differences

between the schools' selection of Educationally Handicapped integration and/or reintegration procedures and
the ease by which these schools attain integration and
reintegration for Educationally Handicapped pupils?
THEORETICAL

RATIONALE OF THIS STUDY

According to Dewey and Bently, there are three
levels in the development of knowledge and history of
science.
involves

The first level is that of self-action and
v~ewing

and understanding of objects as behaving

under their own power.

The second level is that of inter-

action and involves objects in a causal interconnection
of one object acting on another.

Lastly, there is the level

of process transaction which involves objects relating to
one another within a system. 26 Lewin refers to concept of
"having to repre.sent the interrelationships of conditions"

26 John Dewey and A. F. Bentley, Knowing and
the Unkriov-m (Boston, Massachusetts: Beacon, 1970),
Chapter 12, pp. 307-12.
.

9

.
27
on b e h av~or.

Kelly describes behavior to be transactional,

that is, an outcome of the reciprocal interactions between
specific social situations and the individua1. 28 Cronback
concludes that research must attempt to predict behavior
from an "organism-in-situation'' position. 29
As a result, the concept of system theory and
organizational climate has evolved over the growing
realization that the interaction of individuals with an
environment is a two-way process, one that is shaped both
by the environment as well as the psychological charac. d.~v~. d ua 1 . 30
. t.~cs o f t h e ~n
t er~s
Role theory views the individual in a social system
that carries with it certain norms for behavior; within
these social systems individuals carry out responsibilities
in a hierarchy of subordinate-superordinate interactions.
Schools represent such a social system in which teachers
. . 1 ~nteract
.
.
.
an d pr~nc~pa
as organ~zat~on
memb ers. 31, 32
27 Kurt Lewin, Field Theory in Social Science (New
York: Harper and Row, 1951), Chapter 10, p. 241.
28 James G. Kelly, "Ecological Constraints on
Mental Health Services, 11 American Psychologist (June 1966),
Vol. 21, No. 6, p. 538.
29 Lee J. Cronback, "The Two Disciplines of Scientific Psychology," A:11.erican Psychologist (November 1975),
Vol. 12, No. 11, pp. 671-84.
30 Lawrence A. I'ervin, "Performance_ and Satisfaction
as a Function of Individual Environment Fit," cited in
Rudolf H. Moos and Paul 11. Insel (eds.) Issues in Social
Ecology (Palo Alto: National Press Books, 1974), pp. 577-78.

10
Systems theory offers a valuable avenue of research in
describing the "interaction dimensions of both idiographic
and nomothetic behavior." 33
A specific organizational model described by
Likert conceptually integrates current organizational
. b e h avlora
.
1 terms. 34
t h eory an d researc h ln
The need for consistency and a systems approach
has widespread implications for organization research,
for attempts to improve organizations by applying
research findings dealing with leadership and management, and for management development programs. Measurements are required which reveal clearly the management
system and the principles and procedures of a firm and 35
the resulting motivational and behavioral consequences.
Likert believes the same organization analysis are
applicable to the problems

of

school administration.

A general organizational theory, if it is universal,
should be applicable to the interaction-influence
networks of every kind of organization and institution. 36

31Andrew F. Halpin and Don B. Croft, The Organizational Climate of Schools (Chicago: ~iidwest Administration
Center, The University of Chicago, 1963), p. 4.
32

Robert G. Owens, Organizational Behavior in
(Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice-Hall, 1970),
pp. 45-64.
School~

33 Jac.ob W. Getzels, "Administration as a Social

Process," in Andrew W. Halpin (ed.), Administrative Theory
in Education (Chicago: Midwest Administration Center,
19 53) ' p. 15 6.
34
Renis Likert, ~T=h~e~H~um~a=n~~~~~~~~~I~t~s~M~a~n~a~e
ment and Value (Ne1;.;r York: HcGraw

35 Ibid. , p. 12-7.
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Likert's organizational constructs identify

three

major sequential linkages that describe an organization and
its performance.

TI1ese linkage factors terms are (a)

causal, (b) intervening, and (c) end-result variables.
The causal variables of an organization are those which
can be modified or changed by the top leadership, and, if
modified, determine the course of developments and eventually the results achieved by the organization.
\·Jhen subordinates see a neH, but consistent,
pattern of leadership emerging, certain of the
intervening variables begin to show change also and
in the same direction as the causal factors. Work
groups tend to reflect in their O\Alll actions or
react~ons.the 7eadership behavior which they are
3
exper~enc~ng.

Organizational climate, supervisory leadership and
structure are the major components that constitute the
causal variables of an organization.
The intervening variables reflect the internal
state and health of the organization; i.e., the loyalities,
attitudes, and motivations of all members and their
collective capacity for effective integration, lateral
cowmunication, sharing of influence, and decision making.

38

36 Rensis Likert and Jane G. Likert, New Wavs of
Hanaging Conflict (New York: McGraw Hill, 1976), p. 55.
37

Rensis Likert, The Likert Profile of a School,
Manual for Questionnaire Use (Ann Arbor, Hichigan: Rensis
Likert.Associates, November 1972), Section III, p. 1.

12
The end-result variables are those that reflect
the actual performance achieved and also the satisfactions
with various aspects of the school environment.
In the linkage of human variables, the satisfactions
of the employee are one of the end results . . . School
attitude is a useful approximation of the total effect
of all the causal and intervening variables, including
motivatio~, wh~ch ~9ve influenced the respondent in his
present Sltuatlon.
Recent dissertations have validated that basic
organizational factors are similarly associated with school
40, 41, 42
.
opera t lons.
Within the context of organizational systems theory,
Likert describes a typological model of an organization
38 Albert F. Siepert and Rensis Likert, "The Likert
School Profile Measurements of the Human Organization," in
a paper presented in a S;rmposium on Survey Feedback in
Educational Organizational Development. American Educational
Research Association National Convention, New Orleans,
Louisians, February 27, 1973, p. 4.
39 Rensis Likert, .The Likert Profile of a School,
Hanual for Quesionnaire Use, op. cit., p. 16.
40 A. E. Ferris, Organizaiio~al Relationships in Two
Selected Secondary Schools: A Comparative Study, Ed. D.
Dissertation, Columbia University, 1965.
41 1. H. Wagstaff, The Relationship Between Administrative Systems and Interpersonal Needs of Teachers, Ed. D.
Dissertation, University of Oklahoma, 1969.
42 J. W. Hall, A Comparison of Halpin and Croft's
Organizational Climate and Likert 1 s Organizational Systems,
Ed. D. Dissertation, University of Hichigan, 1970.
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based on the principle

of ''supportive relationships."

The leadership and other processes of the organization
must be such as to ensure a maximum probability that
in all interactions and in all relationships within the
organization, each member, in the light of his background, values, desires, and expectations, will view
the experience as supportive and one which builds and
maintains his sense of personal worth and importance. 43
This principle provides the foundation for a
descriptive typological model which organizations should
seek to attain.

Likert's research suggests that movement

toVJard a "participative" model, known as System 4, provides
maximal organizational effectiveness in accomplishing
44
goals and the constructive resolution of conflict.
The organization system (System 4) can be identified
by the following characteristics:
The human organization of a System 4 firm is made up
of interlocking work groups with a high degree of group
loyalty among the members and favorable attitudes and
trust among peers, superiors, and subordinates. Consideration for others and relatively high levels of
skill in personal interaction, group problem solving,
and other group functions also are present. These
skills permit effective participation in decisions on
common problems. Participation is used, for example,
to establish organizational objectives which are a
satisfactory integration of the needs and desires of
all the members of the organization and of persons
functionally related to it. 11embers of the organization are highly motivated to achieve the organization's
goals. High levels of reciprocal influence occur and
high levels of total coordinated influence are achieved
43 Th e Human 0 rganLzat1on,
.
.
op. cit., p. 47.
44Managing Conflict, op. cit, Chapter 5, pp. 71-106.
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in the organization. Connnunication is efficient
and effective. There is a flow from one part of the
organization to another of all the relevant information important for each decision and action. The
leadership in the organization has developed a
highly effective social system for interaction,
problem solving, mutual influence, and organizational
achievement. This leadership is 43chnically competent
and holds high performance goals.
Based upon the theoretical constructs outlined in
the Likert model of organizational analysis, the present
investigation will examine salient organizational and
leadership features of schools in relation to the program
goals of integration and reintegration of the Educationally
Handicapped as prescribed by the State of California.
STATEMENT OF PURPOSE
The major purpose of this study will be to investigate organizational typologies of schools in relation to
the amount of integration and reintegration occurring for
Educationally Handicapped pupils enrolled in these schools.
By answering questions as to the relationship between
salient features of the schools' organizational environment
and the levels of integration and reintegration, this will
identify specific climate and/or leadership conditions which
promote or deter attaining the program goals of the Educationally Handicapped program.

This information will

45 Managing Conflict, op. cit., p. 16
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be useful to future planning decisions in selecting schools
to house Educationally Handicapped classrooms and to
developing in-service training strategies to improve
existing school environments in relation to the program
goals of the integration and reintegration for the
Educationally Handicapped.
The secondary purpose of this study will be to
identify the selection of Educationally Handicapped
integration and reintegration procedures/criteria used
in schools by teachers to return Educationally Handicapped pupils to the regular classroom.

By comparing

schools designated as low or high Educationally Handicapped (re)integration level schools, this will identify
specific (re)integration procedures that promote the
program goals of integration and reintegration for the
Educationally Handicapped.
GENERAL HYPOTHESES
The major hypotheses investigated in this study
are stated in null form.

Forty-six variables are investi-

gated in this study in relation to the amount of integration
and reintegration occurring for Educationally Handicapped
pupils enrolled in schools.

These 46 variables are divided

into three major sections, as follows:
1,

There is no relationship between the organiza-

tional environment of schools and the amount of integration

16
and reintegration occurring for Educationally Handicapped
pupils enrolled in these schools.
2.

There is no relationship between selected des-

criptive variables of schools or selected characteristics
of the teachers of the Educationally Handicapped and the
amount of integration and reintegration occurring for Educationally Handicapped pupils enrolled in these schools.
3.

There is no relationship between the selection

of procedures used to integrate or reintegrate Educationally
Handicapped pupils and the amount of integration and reintegration occurring for Educationally Handicapped pupils
enrolled in these schools.
DEFINITIONS OF

TE&~S.

Average Integration Ratio.

A numerical total that

is one half of the Maximal Reintegration Index.

This figure

was calculated on a school from the following ratio:

the

integration level for each Educationally Handicapped classroom in a school was added together; this figure was next
divided by the total number of Educationally Handicapped
classrooms in a school.
Average Reintegration Ratio.

A numerical total

that is one half of the Maximal Reintegration Index.

This

figure was calculated on a school from the following ratio:
the reintegration level for each Educationally Handicapped
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classroom in a school was added together; this figure was
next divided by the total number of Educationally Handicapped classrooms in a school.
Causal Variables.

These are independent variables

that can be altered directly by the organization (school)
and its management; these variables, in turn, determine
the course of developments within the organization.

The

major causal variables are organization climate and
leadership diminsions of the schoo1. 46
Communication.

An intervening variable which

measures the extent to which there is open linkages of
information, that is, the extent of a two-way action where
.
47
. f ormat~on.
two or more peop 1 e exc h ange ~n

Decision Process.

One of the three basic dimensions

of organizational climate that describe the general environment of a school.

This causal variable measures the cumula-

tive effect of policies for established procedures on the
48
. . d"~ct~on.
.
. .
b e h av~ors
.
d ec~s~on
o f t h ose wh o h ave overa 11 JUr~s

Educationally Handicapped Class.
46Managlng
.
Con fl.~ct, .op.

This is a special

. ., p. 46 .

c~ t

47 Likert Profile of a School, op. cit., Appendix
A-1, p. 4.
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day classroom established for the purpose of meeting specific
instructional and management needs of Educationally Handicapped pupils.

The California Administration Code, Title

5, Section 3221, establishes specific standards for the
classroom.

(Refer to Appendix A.)

~ducationally

Handicapped Program.

This is a

program established under the California Education Code,
Chapter 7.1, Sections 6751-6753, for the purpose of
meeting specific instructional and management needs of
pupils unable to function in the regular classroom program.
The instructional arrangements of this program include
establishing special day classrooms, learning disability
groups and home and hospital instruction.

Additional

program standards are established in the California
Administrative Code, Title 5, Sections 3220-3222.

(Refer

to Appendix A.)
Educationally Handicapped Pupils.

These are pupils

defined in the California Education Code, Chapter 7.1,
Section 6750, as "minors who, by reason of marked learning
or behavior disorders, or both, require the special education
programs authorized by this chapter with the·intention of
full return to the regular school program."
48

..
Ibid., Section III, pp. 1-2.

These pupils
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are enrolled in the special day classroom instructional
arrangement under the Educationally Handicapped program.
(Refer to Appendix A.)
Goal Commitment.

One of the three basic dimensions

of organizational climate that describe the general environment of a school.

This causal variable measures the cumu-

lative effect of policies or established procedures on the
commitment of those within the schoo1. 49
Influence T:Je Have.

An intervening variable that

measures the teacher's perceptions as to the extent that
the school administrator seeks and uses the teacher's
ideas or otherwise includes them in the major decisions
.
.
50
regar d lng
t h e generaL wor k"lng envlronment.
1

Influence We Seek.

An intervening variable that

measures the teachers' perceptions as to what they believe
they ought to have in relation to the major decisions
51
.
.
regar d lng
t h e genera 1 wor k.lng envlronment.
Integration.

The total number of instructional

hours that Educationally Handicapped pupils are enrolled

49 Ibid., Section III, p. 2.
50 Ibid., Appendix A-1, p. 5.
51 Ibid., Appendix A-1, p. 5.
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in a regular classroom setting.
Integration Level.

A numerical total calculated

to provide a measure of the integration level of each
Educationally Handicapped classroom in a school.

This

decimal figure was computed from the following ratio:

the

numerator of this ratio is the combined total of the nmnber
of instructional hours that Educationally Handicapped pupils
are in the regular classroom multiplied by the number of Educationally Handicapped pupils integrated; the denominator of
this ratio is the number of Educationally Handicapped pupils
enrolled in the Educationally Handicapped classroom multiplied by the number of hours in the instructional day.

The

integration level of an Educationally Handicapped classroom
was calculated by dividing the numerator by the denominator.
Integration Procedures.

A specific procedure or

criteria reported by the teacher of the Educationally Handicapped as being used to integrate Educationally Handicapped
pupil(s) to the regular classroom.
Intervening Variables.

These are variables which·:

reflect the internal state, health, and performance capabilities of the school.

Intervening variables include

motivations, attitudes, and performance goals of all the
sta.ff and their collective capacity for effective action,
.

.

communlcat~on,

52
. .
an d d ec~s~on
rna k'~ng.
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Leader Decision Making.

A causal variable that

measures the extent to which the school administrator's
behavior seeks to involve teachers in the immediate
decisions affecting them. 53
Leader Goal Emphasis.

A causal variable that

measures the extent to which the school administrator's
behavior serves the function of creating, changing, clarifying, or gaining member acceptance of staff goals. 54
Leader Help With Work.

A causal variable that

measures the action that the school administrator takes
specifically to help his teachers get their jobs done more
easily to accomplish staff goals. 55
Leader Receptivity to Ideas.

A causal variable that

measures the extent to which the school administrator asks
for and uses ideas and how free teachers feel to talk to
their schoo 1 administrator about vmrk-rela ted rna tters. 56

52Managing Conflict, op. cit., p. 46.
53 Likert Profile of a School, op. cit., Appendix

A-1, p. 2.
54 The Human 0 rganlzatlo~,
.
.
.
op. Clt.,
p. 72 .
55 Likert Profile of a School, op. cit., Appendix

A-1, p. 3.
56 Ibid., p. 2
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Leadership.

The cumulative effect of designed

leadership, or the school administration, on the school.
The major dimensions of leadership are support interaction facilitation, goal emphasis, decision making, and
work facilitation. 57
Leader Team Building.

A causal variable that

measures the extent to which the school administrator's
behavior serves the function of creating or maintaining
a network of interpersonal relations among the staff
members. 58
M<!ximal Reintegration Index.

An index derived

from the total of the average integration ratio plus the
average reintegration ratio of .a school.

This figure

provides an operational measure of the ease by which a
school attains the program goals of the Educationally
Handicapped program.
Organizational Climate.

The three major aspects

of the organizational climate are (a) the extent of goal
commitment within the school, (b) the decision process
usually follmved, and (c) the extent of team cooperation
57 The Human Organizaiton, op. cit., p. 72.
58Ibid.
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.
. h'1n a sc h oo 1 . 59
groups w1t
among var1ous
Organizational TyJ2olo_gy.

The cumulative measure

of all the causal and intervening variables in a school.
This is the total measure of the organizational environment of a school.

This typology provides a descriptive

picture of the actual working environment, the management
system and all the interaction-influence communication
network of a school.

The major organizational components

comprising the typology are (a) organizational climate,
derived from a measure of goal commitment, decision
process, and team cooperation; (b) leadership, derived from
a measure of support by leader, leader receptivity to ideas,
leader goal emphasis, leader team building, leader help
with work, and leader decision making; (c) trust (by and
in leader) ; (d) communication; (e) peer team building;
(f) self-motivation (teacher);

(g) student acceptance of

goals; (h) school attitude (teacher); (i) influence we
have; and U) influence we seek. 60
Peer Team Building.

An intervening variable that

measures the extent to which there is frequent and open
59 Likert Profile of a School, op. cit., Appendix
A-1, PP·

r=z.

601'
~ d•
- - D.L

'

Appendix A-1, p. 3.
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exchange of information among the teaching staff that
serves the function of creating or maintaining a network
of interpersonal relationships within the organization. 61
Reintegration.

The number of Educationally Handi-

capped pupils recommended by the teacher of the Educationally Handicapped to be officially screened out of the
special day classroom and returned to the regular educational program.
Reintegration Level.

A numerical total calculated

to provide a measure of the reintegration level of each
Educationally Handicapped classroom in a school.

This

decimal figure was completed from the following ratio:
the numerator of the ratio is the number of Educationally
Handicapped pupils reconrrnended by the teacher of these
pupils to be officially screened out of the Educationally
Handicapped program and returned to the regular educational
program; the denominator of this ratio is the total number
of Educationally Handicapped pupils enrolled in the Educationally Handicapped classroom.

The reintegration level

of an Educationally Handicapped classroom was calculated
by dividing the numerator by the denominator.

61

A-1, p. 3

Likert Profile of a School, op. cit., Appendix

~
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I
·I

Reintegration Procedure.

A specific procedure

or criteria reported by the teacher of the Educationally
Handicapped as being used to screen out Educationally
Handicapped pupil(s) to the regular classroom.
(Re)Integration.

The combination of both inte-

gration and reintegration processes.
(Re)Integration Procedures.

A specific procedure

or selected criteria reported by the teachers of the
Educationally Handicapped as being used identically
for both integrating and reintegrating Educationally
Handicapped pupils to the regular classroom setting.
School

Attitude (Teacher).

A causal/inter-

vening variable that measures the teacher's own attitude
toward school.

This measure reflects the influence of

the organizational climate and management pattern of
62
the schoo1.
Self-Motivation (Teacher).

An intervening vari-

able that measures the extent to which teachers feel
responsible for organizational goals and behave in ways
. 1 ement t h em. 63
to ~mp

62-Likort Profile of a School, op, cit., Appendix
A-1, p. 5.
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Student Acceptance of Goals (Student Goals).
An intervening variable that measures the perception
of teachers toward student acceptance and responsibility
for accomplishing the goals of the schoo1. 64
Support by Leader.

A causal variable that·

measures the extent to which the school administrator's
behavior serves the function of increasing or maintaining the teacher's sense of personal worth and importance
.

~n

'
tne
context o f sta ff

. .

act~v~ty.

65

System 1.

A typology of a school based on an
exploitive-authoritarian organizational pattern. 66
~stem

2.

A typology of a school based on a

beqevolent-authoritarian organizational pattern. 67
System 3.

A typology of a school based on a

consultative-authoritarian organizational pattern. 68
63 Likert Profile of a School, op. cit., Section
III, pp. 3- .
64rbid., Appendix A-1, p. 4.
65 rbid., p. 2.
66A d escr~pt~on
.
.
of each organizational typology
is presented in Chapter 2.

67 Ibid.
68

Ibid.
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System 4.

A typology of a school based on a

participative-group organizational pattern. 69
Teacher of the Educationally Handicapped.

A

credentialed teacher employed in a school system to teach
Educationally Handicapped pupils in a special day classroom setting.

The teachers' responsibilities are defined

in the California Administrative Code, Title 5, Section
322l(C).

(Refer to Appendix A.)
Team Cooperation.

One of the three basic dimen-

sions of organizational climate that describe the general
environment of a school.

This causal variable measures

the extent to which various groups within a school behave
as members of a team working toward the end results, or
goals, of the schoo1. 70
Trust (By and In the Leader) .

An intervening

variable that measures reciprocated processes of how much
teachers perceive that their school administrator trusts
them and how much trust they, in turn, give to the school
. .

a dm1.n1.strator.

71

69 Ibid.
70 Likert Profile of a School, op. cit., Section
III, p. 2.
71Ibid. , Appendix A-1, p .- 3.
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ASSill1PTIONS
Regular classroom teachers' perceptions of the
organizational environment as measured by the Profile
of a School questionnaire accurately represents teacher
behaviors in the school setting.
The organizational typology of a school, as
measured by the Profile of a School questionnaire accurately
reflects the total communication network of a school.
The organizational

enviro~~ent

of a school, as

measured by the Profile of a School questionnaire is
transmitted to the total school staff and student body.
The Maximal Reintegration Index, as computed from
the Educationally Handicapped Reintegration Survey, is an
operational measure of the success of attaining the
program goals of integration and reintegration of the
Educationally Handicapped program.
The selection of specific integration and reintegration procedures/criteria as measured by the Educationally Handicapped Reintegration Survey accurately reflects
teachers of the Educationally Handicapped behaviors in
the

(~e)integration

process of returning Educationally

Handicapped pupils to the regular classroom.
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LHUTATIONS
This investigation is confined to all elementary
schools with Educationally Handicapped classrooms in the
Fremont Unified School District, Fremont, California.
The number of elementary schools that comprise
the sample population is small in relation to the total
number of elementary schools with Educationally Handicapped classrooms in the State of California.
There are no norms established for the teacher's
perceptions of the organizational variables measured in
the Profile of a School questionnaire.
There are no norms established for the integration and reintegration items used in the

Educational~

Handicapped Reintegration Survey.
Chapter Summary
This chapter presented an overview of the problem
under investigation, the study's major hypotheses, and
the theoretical rationale which directed the study's
design.

The problem presented in the study was to deter-

mine the effects of the organizational

enviroTh~ent

of

schools on the program goals of integration and reintegration for the Educationally Handicapped.
The theoretical constructs of Rensis Likert
provides the conceptual means to investigate this problem.
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Likert presents a model of organizational analysis which
examine the total communication networks or environments
of organizations.

This model justifies investigating

schools as separate organizations having unique environments.

Elementary schools with Educationally Handicapped

classsrooms in a single unified school district were
selected for individual sample units in the present study.
The following chapter includes a review of pertinent literature related to schools as organizations,
including Likerts descriptions of organizations, and to
the issues of integration and reintegration of exceptional pupils.

Chapter 2
A REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE

As the conceptual basis for the present investigation focused on the integration/reintegration process
and school conditions or organizational factors that
affect that process, the review of the literature will be
presented in four major sections, as follows:

(a) major

issues surrounding the integration/reintegration process
for exceptional pupils; (b) specific research on integration/
reintegration; (c) organizational research on schools; and
(d) a description of Likert's organizational typologies.
Major Issues Affecting Integration/
Reintegration: Normalization Issue
There has been much philosophic expression directed
at integration/reintegration process through the normali1 2
zation issue for exceptional pupils. • • 3 • 4 • 5 As

1 Florence Christopolos and Paul Renz, "A Critical
Examination of Special Education Programs," The Journal of
Special Education (Winter 1969) Vol. 3, No. 4, pp. 409-~
2

Maynard C. Reynolds (Chairman C&C Commission),
"Basic Commitments and Responsibilities to Exceptional
Children, 11 Exceptional Children (February 1971), Vol 37,
No. 6, pp. z;:n~
+21-33.
3Reginald L. Jones, "Labels and Stigma in Special
27
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early as 1905, Binet and Simon challenged the effect of
special classe.s on pupils.

"To be a member of a special

class can never be a mark of distinction, and such as do
not merit it rnust be spared the record. " 6 Recently, this
same theme ha.s been heard through a number of advocates
who stress that the inherit value of normalization benefits
both the exceptional, as well as the nonexceptional,
pupil. 7, 8, 9

Haring, et al., in the classic study on

educator attitude, pointed to this rationale:

Education," Exceptional Children (March 1972), Vol. 38,
No. 7, pp. 553-64.
4

~volff Wolfensberger, The Principle of Normalization
in Human Services (Toronto, Canada: National Institute of
Mental Retardation, 1972).
5 Ernest P. V.Jillenberg, "The Three D1 s: Deca tegorization, Declassification, and Desegregation," cited
in Phillip E. Hann (ed.), Ivlainstream Special Education
(Reston, Virginia: CEC, 1974), pp. 21-23.
6Alfred Binet and Theodore Simon, "Upon the Necessity of Establishing a Scientific Diagnosis of Inferior
States of Intelligence, 11 L 1 Annee Psychologique, 1905, 11,
pp. 163-91, cited in Frank H. Hewett and Steven R. Forness,
Education of Exceptional Learners (Boston: Allyn and Bacon,
1974), p. 386.
7Lloyd M. Dunn, "Special Education for the Nildly
Retarded--Is Nuch of It Justifiable?" Exceptional Children
(September 1968), Vol. 35, No. 1, pp. 5-22.
8 stephen M. Lilly, "Special Education: A Teapot
in a Tempest," zxc4ptional Children (September 1970), Vol.
37, No. 1, pp. 3- 9.
9 constance T. Fischer and Alfonso A. -Rizzo, "A
Paradigm for Humanizing Special Education," Tne Journal of
~ecial Education (Hinter 1974), Vol. 8, No.4, pp. 321-29.
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Because these children will eventually be required
to achieve a satisfactory adjustment within a predominately normal society, the experiences they have as
children with this society are invaluable to them.
Furthermore, normal children should be given an
opportunity to understand, accept, and adjust to
children with exceptionalities . . . having continuous
and constructive experiences with these children
throughout their formative years may assist normal
children to accept and 1ijnderstand handicapped
individuals as adults.
Long, et al., noted there was movement within the
special education field to minimize "labels" on exceptional
pupils as a means of enhancing normalization.
There is a clear movement in special education to
curtain the damaging psychological effects of labeling
some children as "different" and of segregating them
by developing special classes that polarize "normit
children" and "educationally disturbed children."
Hriters advocating normalization for exceptional
pupils through in1:egra.tive facilities and mainstreaming
pupils into the regular program stated that the current
practices of separation and segregation were discriminatory,
undemocratic, ineffective, and had legalistic implications.l2, 13, 14, 15

10
Norris Haring, George Stern, and Hilliam Cruickshank, Attitudes of Educators Towards Exce tional Children
(New York: Syracuse University Press, 1958 , p. 3.
llNicholas J. Long, william C. Morse, and Ruth G.
Newman, Conflict in the Classroom: The Education of
Children with Problems (Belmont, California: Hadworth
Publishing Co., 1971), p. xi.
12
.. Dunn, . op . cit .
13 John L. Johnson, "Special Education and the Inner
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Litigation Issue
Litigation efforts within recent years have acted
as a new catalyst for education change.l6, l7, l8, 19
Judge Skelly Wright's decision to abolish tracking in the
Washington, D.C., school system provided an impetus to
examining the opportunities afforded all pupils placed in
educational categories.

Anderson describes this decision

"as a watershed in attitude change towards special

City: A Challenge for the Future or Another Means for
Cooling the Hark Out," The Journal of Special Education
(Fall 1969), Vol. 3, No. 3, pp. 241-51.
14 Fred Wilderson, "Misuse of Categories and Classification in Special Education," in Edi.vard Heyen (ed.) The
Nissouri Conferenc~ on the Categorical/Noncategorical IsSue
in Special Education (Columbia: University of l1issouri,
T971), pp. 23-32
15 Lilly, op. cit.
16 Julius S. Cohen and Henry DeYoung, The Role of
Litigation in the Improvement of the Programming for the
Handicapped," cited in Lester Hann and David A. Sabatino
(ed.), :I_!Le First Review of Special Education (Philadelphia:
JSE Press, 1973), pp. 21>1-81 .
. 17 Peter Kuriloff, Robert True, David Kirp, and
William Buss, "Legal Reform and Educational Change: The
Pennsylvania Case, 11 Exceptional Children (September 1974),
Vol. 41, No. 1, pp. 35-42.
18
Frederick J. Weintraub and Alan Abeson, "New
Education Policies for the Handicapped: The Quiet Revolution, n Phi Delta Kappan (April 1974), Vol. 55, No. 8,
pp. 526-29.
19 H. Rutherford Turnbull, III, "Accountability:
An Overview of -the Impact- of Litigation on Professionals,"
Exceptional Children (i'1arch 1975), Vol. 41, No. 6,
pp.-427-33.
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education." 20

Dunn also agreed that the decision by Judge

Write was appropriate, stating "special schools and classes
are a form of homogeneous grouping and tracking." 21
In California, Larry P. versus Riles, it was ruled
that black students may no longer be placed in classes
for the "educably mentally retarded" on the basis of IQ
tests that led to racial imbalance in the composition of
22
those classes.
In summarizing the impact of the recent
judicial rulings, Mann and Breznar state, "regular teachers
now are being confronted with students of different ethnic
groups being put back into the regular classrooms in the
quest to seek true quality integrated education." 23
Other Issues
Although maximal integration and maximal reintegration is the philosophic ideal, educators are not
presenting special class and regular class as an either

20 wilton Anderson, "Who Gets a Special Education?"
Exceptional Children in Regular Classrooms (Washington,
D.C.: Office of Education, 1971), p. 12.
21
Dunn, op. cit., p. 7.
22
Larry P. v. Riles, Civil No. C-71-2270-243,
Supplement No. 1306 (N.S. California, 1972).
23 Phillip H. Mann and Je.ffrey L. Brezner, "Labeling
and Minority Groups--An Issue?" cited in Phillip A. Mann
(ed.), op. cit., p. 41.
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or c h olce.
There are those vJho would point out that "it is not
necessarily the most democratic procedure to provide special
access for all citizens to the same education tract." 27
Nor is it expedient to discontinue the emphasis on labels
which society has responded to by allocating substantial
professional and fiscal resources in help for these problems.28

The point was made by Vallentutti that "special

placement fulfilled a teacher's legitimate need to be
relieved of the physical and psychological burden of the
• 1 chl
- • ld . II 29
specla
24 Robert H. Bruininks and John E. Rynders, "Alternatives to Special Class for Educably Mentally Retarded
Children, 11 cited in Edward L. Heyen, Glenn A. Vergason, and
Richard J. \~elan (eds.), Alternatives for Teaching Exceptional Children (Denver, Colorado: Love Publishing Co.
1975), pp. 9~11.
25 Lester Hann (ed.), The Human Side of Exceptionalit~ (edited proceedings) (Philadelphia:
JSE Press, 1974),
pp. 15-35.
26 william Gearhart (ed.), Organization and Administration of_Educational Programs for Exceptional Children
{Illinois: Charles C. Thomas, 1974), Chapter II.
27 nr..vight R. Kauppi, "The Emperor Has No Clothes:
Comments on Christopolos and Renz," The Journal of Special
Education (Winter 1969), Vol. 3, No. 4, p. 394.
28 James J. Gallagher, "The Special Education
Contract for Mildly Handicapped Children," Exce~tional
Children (March 1972), Vol. 38, No. 7, pp. 530- I.
2

~Peter Valletutti, "Integration- vs. -Segregation:
A Useless Dialectic," 'i'he Journal of Special Education
(Winter 1969), Vol. 3, No. 4, p. 405.
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Gallagher discussed the role of teacher unions in
respect to this issue and concluded that it was the desire
of these organizations to be freed of the responsibility
of dealing with children who had behavior or learning
'+f'~cu 1 t~es.
.
30
d Lr..

Thus, as Glavin cautions,
Therefore it appears premature to abolish special
classes even for the mildly handicapped until advances
are made on several fronts; namely, individualizing
diagnostic and remedial techniques, increasing regular
classroom teachers, and, finally, motivating 3 ind
managing individuals and groups of children.
Rather, there must be a refocusing of the relationship between special and general education.
The crucial problem of the 1970's in special education is the appropriateness of educational alternatives
available to handicapped children. The search for
appropriate alternatives to current practice demands a
redefinition of th~ 2 relationship between general and
special education.
The implications of the philosophic and judicial
issues suggest, as Taylor and Suloway point out,
It is possible that separation of special education
from regular education is no longer a tenable position
because of court decisions on the unconstitutionality
of labeling and isolating children in special classes
30 Gallager, op. cit., pp, 527-36.
31 John P. Glavin, Behavioral Strategies for Classroom Management (Columbus, Ohio: Charles E. Herrill
Publisher, 1914), p. 14,
··· · 32 Leonard C. Burrello; Hichael L, Tracy, Edward W,
Schultz, "Special Education as Experimental Education: A

New Conceptualization," Exceptional Children
Vol. 40, No. 1, p. 29.
·
·
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and the continuing quest~~ning of the efficacy of
special class placement.
Efficacy Issue
The foundation for promoting maximal integration/
reintegration to exceptional pupils was tied closely to the
efficacy of the self-contained special classroom.

Huch of

the research literature concerning efficacy studies was
found with reference to the mentally retarded pupil, though
it is believed certain inferential conclusions may be
applicable to the Educationally Handicapped population.
In answering the question, do the research studies
support self-contained special class placement, Dunn wrote
that

"mildly retarded pupils make as much, if not more,

progress in the regular grades as they do in special
education,"

Further, Dunn noted that research supported

this notion for a variety of handicapped conditions, including emotionally disturbed. 34
A similar finding was made by Bradfield, et al.,
whose research involved both Educably Hentally Retarded and
Educationally Handicapped pupils.

Pupils placed in a

33 Frank D. Taylor and Nichael H. Soloway, "The
Hadison School Plan: A Functional Nadel for Merging the
Regular and Special Classrooms," cited in Evelyn N. Dena
(ed.), Instructional Alternatives for Exceptional Children
(\.-Jashington, D.C. : Leadership Training Institute, 19 74) ,
p. ].4.5 ·34Dunn, op. c~t.,
.
p. 8 .

34
regular classroom setting with nonhandicapped children
improved as much in achievement as those children who
were in a "model" special educational classroom. 35
Tognetti found Educationally Handicapped students
in special day classes to be below regular students in all
achievement areas and were less able to take responsibility
for their academic successes or failures. 36
Lawrence and Winschel's review of the literature
on affective factors associated with segregated educational
settings suggested these settings tended to contribute to
lower self-concepts.

However, they noted that the general

climate of the program and the teacher were largely ignored
or uncontrolled in many of these studies.
the lack of standardized research

This, coupled with

instrlli~ents

led them to

.
1uslve.
.
37
cone 1u d e t h e d ata was lnconc
Glavin and Quay concluded that the effects of special
35 Robert Bradfield, Josephine Brown, Phillis Kaplan,
Edi.vard Rickert, and Robert Stannard, "The Special Child in
the Regular Classroom," Exceptional Children (February 1973),
Vol. 39, No. 5, pp. 384-90.
36 Rodney Tognetti, "Educationally Handicapped
Children: A Comparitive Study of Academic Achievement,
Creativity and Focus of Control With Students in Learning
Disability Groups and Special Day Classes, Grades Three and
Four" (unpublished doctoral dissertation, University of
Pacific, 1971).
37 E1izabeth A. Lawrence and James F. Winsche1,
"Self-Concept and the Retarded-:- -Research -Issues," Exc~
tiona1 Ch:i_ldren (January 1973), Vol. 39, No. 4, pp. ~T0-19.

35

class placement on emotionally disturbed pupils was conflicting.38

A review of the literature by HacMillan noted

that "the efficacy studies could be described as poorly
designed, replete with sampling biases which render the
results uninterpretable. " 39 1-<Jiderhalt echoed a similar
conclusion on the learning disabled population.
. . . the research regarding the efficacy of current
practices is often poorly or improperly designed,
contai~s confli~ting re~ults
and/or is negative
regardlng certaln practlces. 40
The expressed concerns raised over the efficacy
issue has provided an impetus for generating numerous
research investigations.

The present investigation by

virtue of its focus on the integration/reintegration process
and the special day classroom for the Educationally Handicapped population falls within the parameters of contributing empirical information to the mainstream/efficacy
issue.
38 John P. Glavin and Herbert Quay, "Behavior
Disorders," cited in UNESCO, The Present Situation and
Trends in Research in the Field or Special Education (Paris:
UNESCO, 1973), p. 176.
39nonald L. Macl1illan, Special Education for the
Mildly Retarded: Servant or Savant, 11 cited in Edward L.
Heyen, Glenn A. Vergason, and Richard J. Whelan (eds.),
op. cite., pp. 75-84.
40 J. Lee Wiederhold, Historical Perspectives on the
Education of t~e Learning Disabled, Division for Learning
Disabilities (Reston, Virg-inia: -GEG, 19:74), ~. 43.
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Integration and Reintegration
There is a limited research information focusing
on the integration/reintegration process and the efforts to
achieve maximal integration or reintegration.

The compre-

hensive report by Morse, et. al., provided information on
the percent of pupils reintegrated.

The authors reported

that 62 percent of the teachers surveyed reported no pupils
were reintegrated.

Twenty-nine percent of the teachers
reported some integration with regular class pupils. 41

HcKinnon's follow-up study of emotionally disturbed pupils
revealed 52 percent of these pupils were in regular classes.
Unfortunately, the. number of pupils returned to the regular
class because there was no appropriate age level facility,
42 I n a nat~on-w~
.
.
.
.
.
. de
was not reporte d ~n
t h'~s ~nvest~gat~on.
survey of educational programs for the emotionally disturbed,
Schulty, et al., reported considerable variability in the
ability of special programs to return pupils to the regular
classroom setting.

Districts reported from 5 to 90 percent

of pupils in special classes returning successfully to the
41 Hilliam C. Horse, Richard 1. Cutler, and Albert
H. Fink, Public School Classes for the Emotionally Handicapped: A Resea~ch Analysis_ (Wasnington, D.C. : Council
tor Exceptional Children, NEA, 1967), p. 76.
42 Archie J. Mcl~innon, "A Follow-up and Analysis of
the Effects of Placement in Classes for Emotionally
rfis hir1Jed- cEildi-en- in -EleE1e11ti:n:·y -s-C:J10ol, n-l5isseit:atlon
Abstract International (November 1969), Vol. 30, No~
p. 1872A.
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regular classroom setting.

Seventeen states did not

respond to the questionnaire which may suggest a lack of
data regarding program effectiveness. 43
Levin 1 s exhaustive revie-vr of literature suggested
that much of the research in the integration/reintegration
area was basically efficacy studies and "invariably excluded
the description of (re)integration procedures as such." 44
One of the few research studies which specifically
mentioned reintegration procedures was conducted by
Grosenick. 45

This study noted procedures employed by

teachers reintegrating pupils from a special school setting
to a regular school, though it was believed by Levin that
these procedures would be equally applicable to the integration of pupils from special .class setting to regular
class setting.

Much of the cited procedures were incor-

porated into Levin 1 s data-gathering instrument, \vhich also

43 Edward Schulty, Alfred Hirshoren, Ann Manton,
and Robert Henderson, "Special Education for Emotionally
Disturbed," Excep~ional Children (December 1971), Vol. 38,
No. 4, pp. 313-19.
44

Alma J. Levin, "A Comparison of the Responses of
Selected Educators on the Effectiveness of Specified
Procedures for Reintegrating Children with Learning and
Behavioral Disorders form the Special Self-Contained
Classes into the Regular Elementary Classes" (unpublished
Ph.D. dissertation, Ohio State University, 1974), pp. 64.
45

Judith K. Grosenick, -"Assessing the Reintegration
of Exceptional Children into Regular Classes," Teaching
Exceotional Children (Spring 1970), Vol. 2, No.~'
pp. 112-19.
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provided a partial basis for the data-gathering instrument
(Educationally Handicapped Reintegration Survey) employed
in the present investigation.
Levin described four general areas which characterized the reintegration procedural process.

These were

as follows:
1.

The provision of consultant help when

returning exceptional pupils to the regular classroom.
2.

The provision that integration and reintegration

should be a gradual process.
3.

The provision that aides and paraprofessionals

be used in the (re)integration process.
4.

The provision that visitations and observations

be arranged for the regular teacher receiving the exceptional
pupil.
Levin concluded the inaccessibility of information
in this area served as a deterrent to the return of excep46
tional pupils to the regular class setting.
Horse, et al., cited the two major reasons for the
lack of information in this area:
1.

That a large number of pupils remain in the

special class and (_re) integration does not occur.
2.

That the special class teacher has sole respon-

46 Levin, op. cit,, pp. 61-68.
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sibility for the (re)integration; thus, integration/
reintegration is based often on the teacher's own interest
or initiative.
In surrnnary, "the special classroom teacher appeared
to see few meaningful school resources existing for these
children beyond the program already operating.

While this

may represent more subjectivity and possessiveness, it may
also suggest an unhealthy reality; namely, that the child
has reached a kind of trails-end service when he gets into
the special class." 47 The deliniation of specific procedural factors provides important information necessary
for any consideration of the issues affecting the integration/
reintegration process.
Schools as Organizations
Hodern organization and leadership theories evolved
from two major periods: the "scientific" or "classical
management" era, which attempted to derive principles which
could maximize organizational efficiency; and the "human
relations" era, which attempted to account for human vari. lnstltutlons.
.
.
.
48
a b l'1'lty f actors ln

Barnard defined the

47 Morse, Cutler, and Fink, op. cit., p. 104.
48 Robert G. Owens, Organization Behavior in
Schools (Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall, 1970),
C.:hapter I.
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successful continuance of an organization as one that
accomplished the purpose of the organization and that also
provided satisfaction of individual motives.
were required to meet these two conditions:

Two processes
(a)

those

relating to the cooperative system itself and its relationship to the environment, and (b) those related to the
.
.
crea t ~on
an d a 11 ocatlon
of

. f actlon
.
. d.lVl. dua 1 s. 49
among ln

sat~s

Waller, one of the early figures in the sociology
of education, noted the interrelationship of these processes
as applied to schools.

Waller conceived of the school as

a social institution with interdependent parts.

"As a

social oYganism, the school shows an organismic interdependence of its partsi it is not possible to affect a part
of it without affecting the whole. "SO

l1uch later, these

early constructs provided the theoretical cornerstone for
viewing the organizational nature of schools. 51
Getzels amplified Barnard's constructs into a
49 chester Barnard, The Functions of the Executive
(Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1938), Chapter I,
cited in Edgar L. Morphet, Roe L. Johns, and Theodore L.
Reller, Educational Organization and Administration
(Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall, 197h), Chapter III.
50 william Waller, "The Sociology of Teaching," cited
in Sarane S" Bodcock, An Introduction to the Sociolog~ of
Learning (Boston: Houghton l1Tttlin Co., 1972), p. 17 .
_

~ 1 Erederick L ._ Bates__ and_V_irginia

K. MurrE-y,_ "The

School as a Behavior System, 11 Journal of Research and
Development in Education (Fall 1975), Vol. 9, No. 1,
pp. 23-33.
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theoretical model, which, in turn, further delineated the
interrelationship between institutional rules and expectations and individual need dispositions.
this theoretical model as follows: 52

Getzels swnmarized

/Institution--Role--Expectation~

·
Social
System

Observed
Behavior

""Individual--Personality--Need--Disposition~

Beckman and Secord stated that the school may be
viewed as a miniature society having its own culture or
climate which affects the behavior or performance of
students. 53 Griffiths supports the notion of viewing schools
as large-scale organizations, but noted that "schools differ
from other organizations in the absence of consumer choice
and a scarcity of able and energetic managers." 54 Bates
52
Jacob W. Getzels, "Administration as a Social
Process," cited in Daniel E. Griffiths (ed.), Behavioral
Science and Educational Administration, the 63rd Yearboo-k
of the Nitional Society tor the Study of Education (NSSE)
(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1964), p. 102.
53 carl W. Beckman and Paul F. Secord, A Social
~~~hological View of Education (New York:
Harcourt,
Brace and World, ~8), p. 48.
54nanle~
. , ~.
~ Grl'ff'th
h 1 Superlnten
.
d en t
l s, Th
,e Scoo
_(t{~w "{o-rk_:_
Center for Applied Research in Education,
19 6 6) , p. 17 s-:
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points out too often schools are merely viewed as like
organizations, but, in truth, they are organizations.
Thus, they represent a particular case with organizational
theory. 5 5
Giacquinta defines schools as complex organiza-

.
_J.ons.

.,..

They are subsystems of society, deliberately shaped
to accomplish officially stated goals. Specifically
designated positions (statuses) connected by sets of
reciprocal rights and obligations (expectations) make
up the core of a complex organization with the arrangement of the statuses and expectations forming the 56
inherent authority structure and division of labor.
Despite the need to examine the complex interrelationship of member roles which support the organization view
of sc.hools, there vJas a paucity of information found in the
research literature.

Bidwell concluded, after reviewing the

sociology of education over the two decades from 1945 to
1965, that a "systematic study of the school as an organization had yet to be made." 57 Lipham noted a basic lack of
. h respect to 1 ea d ers h.
. organJ.zatJ.ons.
.
.
58
.J.p J.n
k now 1 e d ge wJ.t

55 Bates and Murray, op. cit., p. 27.
56 Joseph B. Giacquinta, "The Process of Organizational Change in Schools," cited in Fred N. Kerlinger (ed.),
Revie-.v of Research in Education (Itasca, Illinois: F. E.
Peac~Publisher, 1973), p. 179.
57 charles E. Bidwell, "The School as a Formal
. Qr_ganizatiQn,_~' Ch_apter_2_.3, c_i_te_d_i.n ..Jgrrte§ _G_. I:>{crrch _('=d.),
Handbook of Organizations (Chicago: Rand 1-kNally, 1965),
p. 972,
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Hollander maintained that greater specification was needed
in examining leadership style and leadership leader setting
and specifically asserted that organizational climate should
be explored as a situational variable. 59 Hiles supported
the notion that the health of an institution, as reflected
in organizational climate is the key to successful organizational practices. 60
Halpin partially explained the lack of adequate
theories of educational administration by (a) the disproportionalte amount of energy expanded on isolated problems;
(b) the parochial nature of educational research, not
maximally employing knowledge from other disciplines; and
(c) the failure to establish a relationship between leader. an d Sltuatlona
.
.
1 varlants.
.
61
s h lp
58 James H. Lipham, "Leadership and Administration,"
Chapter VI, cited in Daniel E. Griffiths (ed.), Behavioral
Science and Educational Administration, the 63rd Yearbook
of the National Society for the Study of Education (Chicago:
University of Chicago Press, NSSE, 1964), p. 139.
59 Edwin P. Hollander, 11 Style, Structure and Setting
in Organizational Leadership," Administration Science
Quarterly (Harch 1971) , Vol. 16, No. 1, pp. 1-9.
60 Hatthew B. Miles, "Planned Change and Organizational
Health: Figure and Ground," cited in Fred D. Carver and
Thomas J. Sergiovann (ed.), Organizations and HUJ.'tlan Behavior,
Focus on Schools (New York: McGraw-Hill, 1969), Chapter 29.
61 Andre'iv VJ. Halpin, A Pardigm for Research on
Admin:i§tra.tor Beha·vior," ci!=ed in Ronald F. Campbell and
Russell T. Gregg (ed.) . Adminlstratfve BeE:ivior- in--Edu-cation
(New York: Harper and Brothers, 1957), pp. 177-93.
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These criticisms were partially counteracted by
Halpin's mvn research on leadership and situational
variants.

Measures of leadership and organizaitonal eli-

mates developed by Halpin and Croft provided a systematic
means of classificaiton and identification of salient
factors existing within organizations, including schools.
Six organizational climates were identified, varying on a
continum from an "open climate" to a "closed climate."
. . . the concept of openess versus closeness is directly
related to similar concepts that openness or closeness
of an individual's personality. The mechanisms which
produce neurotic responses in the human individual
appears to operate in much the same way with a group. 62
An early revision of the Profile of.a School
(Likert) indicated that the organizational climate factor
had a correlation coefficient of 0.59 with the Organizational Climate Description Questionnaire developed by Halpin
and Croft. 63
Wiggins examined principal behavior and school
climate.

He concluded that the social systems model repre-

sented an approach which was theoretically applicable to the
understanding of the interaction of school climate and
62 Andrew W. Halpin, Theory and Research in Administration (New York: MacMillian Co., 1966),p. 233.
63 J. Til. Hall, "A Comparison of Halpin and Croft's
Organizational Climates and Likert's Organizational Systems"
(unpublished doctoral dissertation, Universi~y of Maryland,

1970).
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administrator behavior.

He concluded that school adminis-

trator functions in a social system wherein he is influenced
by the roles and expectations of the school, the district,
and the clientele as he influences the schoo1. 64
Likert's Organizational System
According to the theoretical constructs developed
by Likert, the social interaction network of organizations
are classified into four different systems. 65 • 66 • 67
System 1.

System 1, the exploitive-authoritarian

system, is characterized by subservient attitudes of
subordinates toward superiors, conflict between organizational levels, and general dissatisfaction with membership
in the organization.

The

comm~nications

flow in the

System 1 is completely dmvm-;ard from the upper levels of
hierarcy.

Interaction between members of the organization

is nonexistent except within the

infor~al

organization.

Decisions are generated by a select nmnber of individuals
64 Thomas H. ~.Jiggins, "Principal Behavior in the
School Climate: A Systems Analysis," Educational Technology
(September 1971), Vol. 11, No.9, pp. ro2-4.
65 Rensis Likert, New Patterns of Hanagement (New
York: McGraw-Hill, 1961).
66 Rensis Likert, The Human Organization: Its
Hanagement and Value (New York: NcGraw-liill, 1967).
67 Rensis Likert and Jean G. Likert, New Ways of
Hanaging Conflict (New York: McGrmv-Hill, 1976).
-------
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and handed down to the subordinates, as team decision
making is discouraged.

Organizational goals are set by

the top level of management and are generally resisted
by subordinates.

Due to strong control forces, informa-

tion that reaches the lower echelons of the organization
is usually inaccurate and incomplete.

It is only on the

top level that policies are reviewed.
System 1 is characterized by low productivity,
a high degree of apathy, and an informal organization
that uses subversive means to thwart the goals of the
organization.
~stem

2.

In the benevolent-authoritative system,

System 2, attitudes of the organization members vascillate
from favorable, supportive behavior to open hostiltiy with
reference to the organization's goals.

Generally, the

subordinates in the organization feel little responsibility
for achieving the organization's goals, and there is a subservient attitude on their part.

As competition for status

is high among peers, a great deal of hostility is generated,
and there is evidence of condescending attitudes in the
the superordinates' interactions with his subordinates.
Coromunications flow in System 2 is usually
through the hierarchial levels.

do~mward

Subordinates tend to tell

their _s:uperior only what they _think he w-ants to hear.
Subordinates display some fear in their interactions with

47
their superiors and status competition limits peer interaction.

Although there is virtually no group decision

making, and policy making is reserved for the top hierarchial
levels, many decisions are made at lower levels with a
prescribed framework.

However, decisions are made at levels

appreciably higher than levels where the most accurate and
adequate information exists.
The goals of System 2 are made known to the organization through orders issued from the top levels of the
hierarchy and, although they may be overtly accepted, they
are covertly resisted on the lower levels.

Control of the

organization is generally found in the top levels of management, although some delegation of control and revie1.v functions are found on lower levels.

The informal organization

is fairly active, but not as resistent to the organization
as in System 1.
System 2 productivity is fairly good, although the
general system harbors a great degree of unrest among the
organization members.
System 3.

System 3, the consultative system, com-

pletes the triad of authoritarian systems.

In this system,

organization members are motivated through economic and ego
means, where in Systems 1 and 2 motivations are derived from
economic and security needs.

Attitudes -of-the members of

the organization toward their peers are generally cooperative,

1
48

j
i

l
1

although competition may result in hostilities and condescending attitudes toward subordinates.

The organization

is further characterized by a moderately high degree of

j

satisfaction in regard to supervision, needs satisfaction,
and task achievement.
Communications in System 3 are patterned on the hierarchial form of System 1 and 2, but some communication is
initiated on the lower levels and there is a degree of
upward communication from subordinates to superiors.
System 3 interactions are characterized by a fair
amount of trust and confidence.

The goals of the organi-

zation may be influenced by subordinates through union-type
associations.
Broad policies and decisions are generated at the
top of the hierarchy with specific decision making delegated
to lower levels of the organization.

There is also some

teamwork and group decision making in System 3.

1be goals

of the organization are set by top level personnel after
some consultation with subordinates.

Organizational control,

while primarily the responsibility of the top level, is
shared with lower levels.

Yne informal organization may

either resist or support the goals of the formal organization.
This system is characterized by moderate degrees of
productivity.

There is adequate to high morale, which may

be equated with task and need satisfactions of the organization
members,

49
System 4.

Likert views System 4, the participative

group, as most desirable for meeting the needs of the
members of the organization and operating at peak productivity.

Morale is high and task and need satisfactions of

the members are also at a high level.
System 4 is characterized by complete trust and
confidence between superiors and subordinates, which is seen
in the freedom with which a subordinate may discuss his
job and the organization with his superior.

Attitudes

to\vard both peers and superiors are completely positive, and
little or no competition between peers is in evidence.
All levels of the organization participate in
setting goals, formulating policy, and making decisions.
Communications patterns are both upv;rard and downward and
are accepted and judged accurate by recipients.

Inter-

actions between members of the organization are friendly
and complete use is made of the technical skills of the
members.
As decision making is characterized by teamwork,
concrol of the organizational processes are felt by all
members of the system.
Likert states that a System 4 organization, the
informal and formal organizations, are one.

There is total

support for the organization's goals and a complete commitment on the part of the membership toward meeting them.
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Empirical Information Related
to Participative Decision Making
The desirability of schools to attain a System 4
model of organizational typology employing participative
decision making methods requires additional empirical
substantiation.

In 1968 Lowin, after reviewing partici-

pative decision making research, concluded that experimental
studies in nonorganizational settings have not clearly
demonstr2ted the effectiveness of this management .system;
the data, though supportive of the participative decision
making construct in organization research was, at best,
.
68
suggest~ve.

Bechand and Lake studied the effect of a team
approach to management in a large banking organization.
Data from the period of intervention suggested that reduced
turnover and absenteeism and increased productivity could
be attributed to team training and participative problemsolving methods, 69
Morrow, Bowers, and Seashore studied the processes
and outcomes of planned change efforted employing a
6 8Aaron Low~n,
.
II p
. .
.
Dec~s~on
. .
M
art~c~pat~ve
~a k.~ng:
A Hodel, Literature Critique, and Prescriptions for Research,"
Organizational Behavior and Human Performance (1968), Vo. 3,
pp. 911-99.

69 R. Beckhand and D. G. Lake, "Short and Long-Range
Effects of a Team Development Effort," cited_ i_n _Richard A.
Schmuck andHatthew B. Hiles (ed.), Organizational Develo'f}ment in Schools (Palo Alto: National Press Books, 1971),
p. 13.

51
participative management pattern to a garment manufacturing
70 The
finn with traditionally authoritarian management.
change program occupied a two-year period, 1962-64.

Seashore

and Bowers also collected a four-year follow-up in 1969.

The

results of their investigation suggested most job attitude
indicators, job satisfaction, and most task orientation
indicators, productivity, had improved over the traditional
management mode.

Further, the characteristics of an

"adaptive, self-controlling participative system" 'tvere
essentially maintained four years later in this organi.
71

zat~on.

Schmuck ar..d Blumberg reported that the introduction
of the participative model in a school increased the sense
of power of the teachers and also their sense of ownership
of the school due to the individual teacher's control over
his own envirorunent.
Participative decision making processes in organizations seem to make for more productive problem
solving and enhanced sense of satisfactory and
organizational identity on the part of members. Thus,
we view movement in the participative direction as
increasing the likelihood of organizational productivity. 72
70 Andrew J. Harrmv, David G. Bowers, and Sandy E.
Seashore, Manag~~e~~art!~ipation: Creatin a Climate
for Personal ana Organiza tiona""I Develof?Elent New York:
Harper and Row, 1967}.

71 Stanley E. Seashore

~nd David G. Bowers, "Dura~
bility ofuOrganizational Change," American Psychologist
(March 1970) , Vol. 25, No. 3, pp. 227-33.
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Smallridge supported the notion that teacher
morale and teacher satisfaction \vere connected with a
participative management system. 73
Weiner examined the relationship between innovativeness of elementary schools and leadership and organizational climate.

He expected to find that six innovative

schools -vmuld exhibit more of a System 4 organizational
typology than six noninnovative schools.

He found no

significant differences bet\veen these two groups of schools
on the dimension of leadership or organizational climate. 74
Caul examined three middle schools which were
implementing middle school concepts, and three middle schools
which Here not implementing middle school concepts.

She

found teachers in middle schools adhering to middle school
concepts significantly closer to System 4 organizational
typology than teachers in schools not adhering to these
concepts. 75
72 Richard A. Schmuck and A. Blumberg, "Teacher
Participation on Organizational Decisions," The Bulletin of
the National Association of Secondary School Princioals
(October 1969), Vol. -53, No. 339, pp. 89-105.
73 Robert J. Smallridge, "A Study of Relationships
Between the Perceived Hanagement System of Elementary
Schools and the Personal Needs Satisfaction of Teachers"
(unpublished doctoral dissertation, George Peabody College
for Teachers, 1972), pp. 1-122.
74

-~Jilliam Weiner, "Selected Perceptions and Compatibilities of Personnel in Innovative and Noninnovative
Schools'' (unpublished doctoral dissertation, Syracuse
University, 1972},
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Data from an unpublished study reported by Rens is
Likert Associates suggested in surveying six districts in
California that the closer the individual school was to a
System 4 organization (a) the higher the motivation of
students and teachers; (b) the more favorable the attitudes
toward school; (c) the less the frustration index of
students and teachers; and (d) the greater confidence and
trust among persons in the schoo1. 76
Newell observed that

educator~

in their efforts to

introduce reform and innovation in schools, have too often
neglected to account for the organizational nature of
schools.
too often attempts have been made to implement
innovations without realizing that certain interprsonal, intergroup, or structural aspect of the
s~hool 7~vironment would simply not support the
cnange.
In concluding this section, the literature supports
the overall theoretical basis of this investigation in
75 ...racqueline L. Caul, "A Comparative Study of
Perceptions of Organizational Structure Between Middle
Schools \>lith High Levels and Those with Lm.-J Levels of Hiddle
School Concept Implementaiton" (unpublished doctoral dissertation, Michigan State University, 1975), Dissertation
Abstract International (March 1976, Vol. 3~, No. 9, pp. 3637A.
76 Rensis Likert, The Likert Profile of a School:
Hanual for Oues tionnaire ~-(Ann Arbor, Michigan: Rens is
Likert Associates, 1972), Section VI, p. 5.
77 Terry NeT,Jell, "Or-ganizational Development in
Schools, Ame!"ican Education (December 1973), Vol. 9, No. 10,
pp. 28-33.
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establishing the need for examining the organizational
environment existing within schools.

Willower's philosophic

observations pointed to needed research in this area.
views paralleled those of the researcher.

His

These observa-

tions provided added reinforcement for the conceptual basis
of this investigation.
. . . it seems fair to say that special education
administration is something of a virgin untouced by the
concerns with organizational theory, social systems
bureaucratization . . . Any reasonable stable,
collectively the public school in the broad sense, the
teacher subculture, a specific school system, or school
can be taken as unit for analysis in social system
terms . . . This perspective suggests that special
education provides a vehicle for the isolation of
pupils, who in one way or another disrupt the organization routine. In this connection, it would be
instructive to examine procedures leading to pupil
placement in special class, as well as th~ge involving
transfer from special to regular classes.
~~ ter Su~nary

The review of the literature suggested that the
problem under investigation in this study was conceptually
relevant to one of the issues facing the educational
community.

Pertinent literature was cited to provide

juscification for the investigation's hypotheses.

The

present study measured the relationship of selected organizational factors (defined by Rensis Likert) on an end
78

nonald J. Willower, "Special Education: Organization and Administration," Exce_E_tional Children (April
1.970), Vol, 36, No. 8, pp. 592-93.
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process or outcome (integration/reintegration goal) for
Educationally Handicapped pupils.

In addition, a secon-

dary purpose of this study was to delineate a collection
of procedures that make up the integration/reintegration
process.

By examining the impact of organizational typol-

ogies existing within schools on a selected goal of the
instructional pa:cadigm, innovative and constructive
strategies can be developed to maximally improve total
school resources for all pupils, including pupils with
special educational needs.

Chapter 3

METHODOLOGY AND PROCEDURES
This chapter will describe the methodology and
procedures of the study.
the following sections:

The chapter will be divided into
(a) description of the school

district from which the sample population schools were
selected; (b) procedures employed to gather the data;
(c) description of the survey instruments and the statiscical treatment of the data; and (d) the major hypotheses
investigated in this study, stated in the null form.
District Description
The setting for this study was the Fremont Unified
This school district serve 115, 461
residents of the City of Fremont, California. 1 Fremont
School District.

is an incorporated City, located in the southern part of
Alameda County, 25 miles south of Oakland, California.
Du~ing

the 1975-76 school vear, the school district's total
?

enrollment was 30,564 pupils.-

The total pupil enrollment

1 state of California Roster, 1975-76. Directory
of State Sei\iices-or the State of Califori1ia (Sacramento:
State of California), p. 110.
')

~Directorv of Schools, 1975-76, Alameda County
-------"------,..,..,.-cOffice of Education, l~/3.
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was second highest in Alameda County. 3

The school

district's school facilities consisted of 36 elementary
schools, 6 junior high schools, and 7 high schools,
including 2 continuation high schools.

The school district

ranked eleventh in expenditure per pupil out of the 14
unified school districts in the County. L~

The average

expenditure per pupil, excluding capital outlay was
$1,129 for the 1975-76 school year. 5
The ethnic composition of the district was 84
percent white and 16 percent minority-background pupils.
The specific racial and sex composition
6
reported in Table 1.

breakdow~

is

Table 1
Summary Table of the Sample Population
District Described by Sex and
Ethnic Categories of Pupils

Ethnic Background
A1nerican Indian
Asian-Pacific
Black
White
Hispanic
Total

Sex
Male
Female

291
321
268
13,156
1,534

293
314
275
12,599
1,513

15,570

14,994

Out of the total enrollment of 30,504 pupils, 879
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pupils v.rere enrolled in one of the school district's special
education programs.

Five hundred seventy-nine of these

pupils were enrolled in one of the instructional settings,
special day classes, learning disability groups, home
instruction under the Educationally Handicapped program. 7
Table 2 summarized the description of the instructional
setting and number of classes established by the sample
school district for Educationally Handicapped pupils.
Table 2
Summary Table of the Sample School
District's Educationally
Handicapped Program

Instructional Setting

Pupil
Enroilment

Number of
Classes

214

18
4
5
7

Special Day Classes
Pri~ary/~ntermediate

Junlor Hlgh
High School
Learning Disability Groups
Home Instruction
Total

48
60

238

29
579

34

3 nirectorLof Schools, op. cit.

4.Annual Record of Financial Transaction of the
School Districts in Aiameda-County-(Cal{fornia: -Alameda
County Scho-Ol Department, H17~T. ·
5 rbid.
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Population
The sample for this study consisted of all elemen-

tary schools with Educationally Handicapped classrooms in
the Fremont Unified School District, Fremont, California.
Thirteen elementary schools with 18 Educationally Handicapped classrooms comprised the sample population.

One

hundred twenty-one regular elementary classroom teachers
were administered the Profile of a School questionnaire
providing data on the 13 elementary schools.

Eighteen

teachert: of the Educationally Handicapped in these 13
schools \·lere administered the Educationally
ReintE.>gratio~___ Survey_

Handic~_£ped

providing data on 214 Educationally

Handicapped pupils.
Research Procedures
During the 1975-76 school year, the following
research procedures were followed:
1.

Hritten approval for <lndertaking this study in

the school district was obtained from the Associate Superintendent and Director of Special Education.
2.

6

Each school principal in a participating school

~1_eme~0=ary c1~d Secondary School Civi~ R~_ght~
Survey (Washington D.C.: Department of Health, Education
ana-w·elfars, 1975-76).
7 Gali£ornia Edue-ation -Code (Sc:cramento: State
Department-·(_)f-E(ll:i-cad. 011)-,-C-hapter -4, pp. 1406-14.
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was contacted and approval obtained to present the
purposes of the study to the school faculty.
3.

A presentation was made to each faculty of

schools participating in the study.

4.

A brief presentation explained the purposes

of this study and methodology used to gather the data.

5.

Each participant and each school was guaranteed

anonymity in terms of questionnaire administration and
publication of results.

6.

Each participating school, if desired, would

be provided a summation of the study at the conclusion of
the project.

7.

Selection of participants to complete the

~rofLle

of a School questior1naire was based on an unbiased process.

8.

All regular classroom teachers in the parti-

cipating schools, excluding all other teache·r specialists,
comprised the population pool from which the sample v;ras
dr m..Til.

9.

To ensure a representative sample in each of

the participating schools, a random selection of two out of
every three names on the individual school teaching roster
were selected to complete the Profile of a School questionnaire.

10.

Each teacher of the Educationally Handicapped

in the sample population was also contacted and administered
the

~duc9t"!-on~lly Hand.~ed

Reintegration Survey.
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11.

Arrangements were made at the time of test

administration to collect the two questionnaires:

the

Profile of a School questionnaire from the sample of regular
'

ii

classroom teachers and the Educationally Handicapped

i1

ReJntegration Survey from the teacher(s) of the Educationally Handicapped at that school.
12.

Those participants who were unable to meet

the collection deadlines were followed up by another
contact by the researcher.
13.

In addition to the follow-up contact by the

researcher, an additional option offered that the participant may mail the completed questionnaire to the researcher's
home.
14.

All the teachers contacted in both sample

populations completed the questionnaires with the single
exception of one regular classroom teacher \{ho resigned
from the school district before a follow-up procedure was
initiated.
Instrumentation and
Statistical Treatment
The data collected provided information on the
organizational environment of participant schools and the
levels of integration and reintegration of Educationally
Handicapped pupils enrolled in these schools.

Two survey

instruments were used to collect the data, the Educationally
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!_Iandicapped R2intc::_g_£ation Survey 8 and the Profile of a
Schoo~ questionnaire. 9 The Education~lly Handicapped
Reintegration Survey was administered to the teachers of
the Educationally Handicapped, and the Profile of a School
questionnaire was administered to regular classroom
teachers in the sample population.
The research design designated that the Haximal
Reintegration Index (average integration ratio plus average
reintegration ratio) was the dependent variable.

A Pearson

product-moment correlation coefficient was computed between
each organizational variable (Profile of a School) and the
Maximal Reintegration Index (Educationally Handicapped
g_?i.ntegration Survey) for the sample population in the
study.
The secondary hypotheses of this study were tested
from data gathered on the Educationally Handicapped
These hypotheses were tested by
comparing procedures selected in low Maximal Reintegration
Index schools and high Maximal Reintegration Index schools
using Fisher's Exact Test.
Additional data was collected to provide descriptive

p~rpose

8ur1pub lished survey ins trutnent developed for the
of this study.

?RBnsis Likert, The Likert Profile-of a School:
:.1annal for (lues t:ionnaire __,.Use___(Ann Arbor, Hichigan: Rensis
,,,..-,------------,-----·-r7'\'"l'T'\-L1kert Assoc1ates, L~1Z 1 •
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information on participant schools and the teachers of the
Educatior.ally Handicapped in the sample population.

TI1e

information collected on participant schools included
average teacher-pupil ratio, nu..rnber of Educationally Handicapped classrooms and

nt~ber

classrooms in the school.

of other special education

Data collected on the teachers

of the Educationally Handicapped included sex of teacher,
years of teaching experience, and highest educational
level.
Original Instrument
The original reintegration questionnaire

~.vas

a

nonstandardized survey instrument developed by Alma J.
Levin in her unpublished doctoral dissertation. 10 The
initial data-gathering instrument was based on professio~al.

opinion extracted from a review of the literature

with particular reference to the procedures described by
Judith K. Grosenick on the integration and reintegration
process. 11 One hundred seven items comprised the initial
10Alma J. Levin, "A Comparison of the Responses of
Selected Educators on the Effectiveness of Specified
Procedures for Reintegrating Children with Learning and
Behavioral Disorders from the Special Self-contained
Classes into Regular Elernent:ary Classes" (unpublished
Ph~D. dissertation, Ohio State University, 1974).
11 Judith K. Grosenick, "Integration of the E_xceptional Children Into Reg-ular cr-a:sse:s," cn:e-d in Edward L,
Heyen _(ed.), Strategies~for Teachi.ng Exce~tio~al Children
(Denver: Love Publisfi1ng Co :-:-T972), p. 15.
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pool for the survey instrument.

Levin mailed the preli-

minary instrument to three sample groups:

60 regular

classroom teachers, 60 special class teachers of learning/
behavioral disordered pupils, and 40 special education
university instructors.

Respondents rated each specified

reintegration procedure on a six-point scale according to
its judged effectiveness.

A total of 120 participants

returned the survey, resulting in a 73 percent return rate
for all three groups.
Responses from all subjects on all test i terns '\vere
subjected to a Chi Square goodness of fit comparison to
deter:nine

"~;.Vhich

test items were statistically significant

at the .05 level of probability.

In addition, a Hoyt

reliability measure was contained as a component of the
item analysis program.

A reliability coefficient of .997

was obtained as estimate of the overall reliability of the
preliminary instrument.
The results from the maximum likelihood Chi Square
item analysis revealed that 41 items out of the initial
pool of 107 procedures attained a .05 level of significance
(p< .05).

Twenty-eight of these items were described as

"most effective," two items were described as "very effective," and eleven items were described as "least effective."
Pilot Stucl:Z
In December 1975 a preliminary survey was conducted
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with the Educationally Handicapped Reintegration Survey.
The purpose of this research was to pretest the Educationally Handicapped Reintegration Survey instrument for
content validity and clarity of instrument design.

Four

junior high school teachers of the Educationally Handicapped and two junior high principals in schools with
Educationally Handicapped classrooms participated in the
preliminary survey.

Each participant was asked to read

each item in the Educationally Handicapped Reintegration
Survey and place a "c" beside items that r.vere clear and
concise and an "r" beside items that vJere relevant or that
were not readable.

Participants were asked to cross out

any items that were irrelevant to a description of integration or reintegration.

Each participant also was

asked to add any statements that would improve the content
validity of the procedure section of the Educationally
Handicapped Reintegration Survey instrument.
revisions of the Educationally

HandicaJ~_ed

Additional
Rei!].tegration

Survey \>Jere based on suggestions by the sample group.
Educationally Handicapped
Reintegration Survey
Th£ Educationally Handicapped Reintegration Survey
was a nonstandardized survey instrument developed for the
purpose of this investigation,
sections, as follows:

It was divided into four
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1.

Definitions of integration and reintegration.

2.

Descriptive information of the teacher of the

Educationally Handicapped, number of pupils enrolled in the
Educationally Handicapped classroom and number of pupils
recommended by the teacher of the Educationally Handicapped
to be officially screened out of the Educationally Handicapped classroom (reintegrated).
3.

Educationally Handicapped Integration Chart to

be completed by the teacher of the Educationally Handicapped.
4.

Procedures and criteria selected by the teacher

of the Educationally Handicapped to (re)integrate the
pupils enrolled in the Educationally Handicapped classroom
to the regular classroom setting.
Section 4 was based on the Reintegration Questionnaire (revised) developed by Levin's doctoral dissertation
research.

Procedures were included that Levin identified

as being "effective" for reintegrating learning/behaviorally
disordered pupils to the regular classroom.

Additional

modifications of the survey instrument were made based on
the preliminary study and suggestions by the researcher's
committee and university faculty.
Maximal Reintegration Index
The Maximal Reintegration-Index is a decimal figure
based on a ratio formula, the average

inte~ration

ratio
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plus the average reintegration ratio.

The Maximal Reinte-

gration Index is derived from data contained in the Educationally Handicapped Reintegration Survey instrument.

The

average inte.gration ratio is computed from the Educationally
Handicapped Integration Chart.

This ratio is the total

hours of integrated instruction per day (combined for more
than one Educationally Handicapped pupil), divided by the
total number of pupils enrolled in the Educationally Handicapped classroom and nultiplied by the number of instructional hours in the school day.

This total is then divided

by the number of Educationally Handicapped classrooms in a
school.
The second ratio figure is the average reintegration
ratio.

The average reintegration ratio is the total number

of pupils recommended by the teacher of the Educationally
Handicapped to be officially screened out of the Educationally Handicapped classroom and returned to the regular
educational program divided by the total number of pupils
enrolled in the Educationally Handicapped classroom.

This

total is then divided by the number of Educationally Handicapped classrooms in a school.
The arithmetic range of each ratio figure, average
integration ratio, and average reintegration ratio is from
.0000 to 1.000.

If, for example, no Educationally-Handi-

capped pupils were reported to be either integrated to the
regular classroom or

reco~~ended

to be screened out, the

68

average integration ratio and average reintegration ratio
would each be .0000.

If, for example, six Educationally

Handicapped pupils enrolled in a class of twelve and were
reported integrated for six hours of regular instruction
each, the average integration ratio would be .5000.

If,

for example, six Educationally Handicapped pupils enrolled
in a class of twelve were recommended to be screened out
of the Educationally Handicapped program, the reintegration
ratio t;.;rould be . 5000.
The combined total of the average integration ratio
and average reintegration ratio equals the Maximal Reintegration Index per school.

In the cited example, the Maximal

Reintegration Index would be 1.000 for that school.

Arith-

metically, the Maximal Reintegration Index ranges from .0000
to 2.000.

The combined arithmetic ranges of the average

integration ratio (.0000 to 1.000) and average reintegration
ratio (.0000 to 1.000) equals the arithmetic range of the
Maximal Reintegration Index.
The Maximal Reintegration Index provides the operational measure for determining the success of attaining the
prescribed goals of integration and reintegration of the
Educationally Handicapped program.

By accounting for the

factor of class size and instructional hours in computing
the index, the Haximal Reintegration Index can compare
individual classes with one another, more than one class
in a school, or other educational categories of pupils.
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The Maximal Reintegration Index was the major
dependent variable under investigation in this study.
Procedures Used to (Re)Integrate
Educationallz Handicapped Pupils
The latter portion of the Educationallz Handicapped
Reintegration Survey consists of 15 items describing the
steps, or criteria, used to (re)integrate Educationally
Handicapped pupils to the regular classroom.

Each numbered

test item was divided into two statements, statement A or
statement B.

Participants were asked to select either

statement as to whether it applied to the integration and
reintegration of Educationally Handicapped pupils.

Items

that were answered identically for both the integration
and reintegration categories \vere combined and reported as
(re)integration, that is, applying both the integration and
reintegration process.

Items not answered identically were

analyzed by category, either integration or reintegration
category.

One point per integration category was given for

selecting statement A on all test items, except question 12
where one point per integration category was given for
selecting statement B.

Participants selecting statement

A were also asked to select subitems describing the selected
reintegration procedures or criteria.
In the sample population, wheKe there was more than
one teacher of the Educationally Handicapped completing the
Educationallz

~andicapped

Reintegration Survey, the data was
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combined to reflect use or nonuse in that specific school.
If either teacher of the Educationally Handicapped reported
it as being used for either category, it was counted in that

~

category as being used in that sample school.

The sample

schools were divided into low and high Maximal Reintegration
Index schools and statistical comparisons were made for each
procedure item describing the (re)integration process.

The

subitems were totaled for the sample schools which selected
major (re) integrating procedures.
Profile of a School
The Profile of a School questionnaire was a published
survey instrument developed by Rensis Likert to measure current organizational practices with schools.

The Teacher

Form measures the classroom teacher's perceptions of the
relationships with students, other teaching staff, and the
administrative staff.
Nineteen organization

va~iables

are divided into

three major categories describing the organization.

The two

major causal variables are organizational climate (goal commitment, decision process, and team cooperation) and leadership (supporty by leader, leader's receptivity to ideas,
leader goal emphasis, leader team building, leader help with
work, and leader decision making).

The major causal/inter-

vening -variables are trust (by and in th-e leade-r) arid school
attitude (teacher).

The major intervening variables are
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communication, peer team building, self-motivation (teacher),
student acceptance of goals, influence we have, and influence we seek (frustration index).
Based upon the scores obtained from these organizational variables, each school can be described along a
continuum of organizational typologies ranging from a
System 1 through System 4 typology.
Validity
The validity of the Profile of a School was derived
from the theoretical constructs and early survey instruments developed by Rensis Likert to measure organizational
practices in business and industry.

The early survey

instruments >:vere based on more than 250 studies within
these fields over a 25-year period.

Likert noted that

recent doctoral dissertations have validated that these same
constructs are applicable to schools as organizations. 12
Reliability
The early survey instruments developed by Rensis
Likert yielded reliability indexes with a range of .70
through .90.

An extensive study on the present Profile of

a School questionnaire yielded a split-half reliability of
13
over .90.

1 2 The Likert Profile of a School, op. cit., Section
VI, pp.

1-iG_.

13 Ibid.
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Scoring
The scoring format of the Profile of a School is
as follows:
Each item in the school profile questionnaire is
concerned with a specific operational characteristic.
The single alternative responses to each item range
across the four basic types of management systems.
On the questionnaire, the description that is applicable to the most authoritarian style (System 1) is
on the left; the descriptive term for the participative
model (System 4) is on the right side. These four
terms are positioned immediately above an eight-point
scale so that each descriptive term has beneath it two
choices, each ascending one point in value as one moves
from left to right.
By filling in the appropriate box, the respondent
can show rather exactly his reaction to the question.
The aggregated scores provide averages or means which
can b~ in~erpreted alo~~ a continuous spectrum of
organ~zat~on patterns.
"fiajor Hypot0eses
The major hypotheses tested in this study will be
divided into three sections in Chapter 4.

The major

purpose of this study was to investigate the relationship
between organizational typology of schools and the (re)integration levels of Educationally Handicapped pupils
enrolled in these schools.
The major organizational typology hypothesis was
stated in null form, as follows:

14The Likert Profile of a School, op. cit., Section
III, pp. 1-2.
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1.

There is no relationship between organizational

typology of schools and the Maximal Reintegration Index.
Twelve ancillary variables were examined in
relation to the (re)integration levels of Educationally
Handicapped pupils enrolled in the sample population
schools.
The major ancillary hypothesis was stated in
null form, as follows:
2.

There is no relationship between selected

descriptive variables of schools or teachers of Educationally Handicapped pupils and the Maximal Reintegration
Index.
The secondary purpose of this study was to investigate the relationship between the selection of (re)integration procedures/criteria used by teachers of Educationally
Handicapped pupils and (re)integration levels of Educationally
Handicanped pupils enrolled in the sample schools.
The major

(~e)integration

procedure hypothesis was

stated in null form, as follows:
3.

There is no relationship between the selection

of Educationally Handicapped (re)integration procedures
and the (re)integration levels of Educationally Handicapped
pupils enrolled in schools.
Chapter Sum.'Tiary
A description of the sample, test instruments, data

~I
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gathering procedures, and major hypotheses were presented
in this chapter.

Two test instruments, the Educationally

Handicapped Reintegration Survey and the Profile of a
School, were administered in two population samples in
13 elementary schools with Educationally Handicapped classrooms.

The major hypotheses, stated in null form, were

presented to determine the relationship between organizational variables existing in schools and the integration/
reintegration of Educationally Handicapped pupils to the
regular classroom program.

Secondary hypotheses, stated

in null form, were presented to determine differences
between high and low integration/reintegration schools
and the procedures used to return Educationally Handicapped pupils to the regular classroom program.
Statistical methods to test the null hypotheses
included (a) Pearson product-moment correlation coefficients,

(b) Fisher's Exact Test, and (c) t-values.

The presentation and analysis of data 'l.vill appear in
Chapter 4.

Chapter 4
ANALYSIS OF FINDINGS
This study was designed to examine the relationship
bet;;veen organizational environments of schools and the ease
of attaining the program goals of integration and reintegration of the Educationally Handicapped program.

A secondary

purpose of this study was to determine if a series of
procedures used for (re)integrating Educationally Handicapped pupils to the regular classroom differed between low
and high (re)integration level schools.
Tables 3 through 8 summarized the data derived from
the two survey instruments.
measured the organizational

The Profile of a School test
envi~onment:

of schools in the

sample population. The Educationally Handicapped Reintegration

Sur~~

measured the integration and reintegration

levels (Haximal Reintegration Index) for Educ.ationally
Handicapped pupils enrolled in the sample schools and
described the procedures used for (re)integration of Educationally Handicapped pupils to the regular classroom.
Profile of a School
The Profile of a School questionnaire vms administered to 121 regular classroom teachers in 13 elementary
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Table 3
Summary Table of the Total Mean and Standard
Deviation for the Sample Population
Measured by the Profile
of a School

Organizational Variable

· Hean

Standard
Deviation

Organizational Climate
Goal Commitment
Decision Process
Team Cooperation

5.4438
5.9067
4.9550
5.4698

0.3540
0.4428
0.4343
0.3398

Leadership
Support by Leader
Leader Receptivity to Ideas
Leader Goal Emphasis
Leader Team Building
Leader Help With Work
Leader Decision Making

5.0701
5.9071
4.0285
4.7095
5.8830
5.1855
4. 7067

0.7503
1. 0945
0.5844
0.7084
0.9861
1. 0336
0.5742

Trust (By and In Leader)

6.1834

0.9007

Communication

5.7849

0.4217

Peer Team Building

6.0114

0.4175

Self-motivation (Teacher)

6.0072

0.6396

Student Acceptance of Goals

5.5805

0.3635

School Attitude (Teacher)

5.4406

0.6342

Influence We Have

4.8016

0.5329

Influence We Seek

6.7425

0.4286

5. 46/fl

0.4930

Total Score
N = 13 Schools (Sample N = 121)

77
schools.

These schools housed all the elementary-level

Educationally Handicapped classrooms within a single
unified school district.
Table 3 summarized the total sample population mean
and standard deviation for each of the organizational
variables measured by the Profile of a School questionnaire.
The total mean score for the sample of 13 elementary schools
was 5.4541.

Likert notes that mean scores for each organi-

zational variable reflect a continuum of organizational
typologies, ranging from a System 1 (exploitive-authoritarian) to a System 4 (participative-group) model.

Mean

scores between 1. 000 and 2.000 are within a System 1· mean
'
scores between 3.000 and 4.000 are within a System 2·I mean

scores between 5.000 and 6.000 are within a System 3· and
'

mean scores between 7.000 and 8.000 are within a System 4.
Table 4 transcribed the data from Table 3 into the organizational system category for each organizational variable
in the sample population.
Tables 3 and 4 indicated the average school in the
sample population fell within a System 3 category of
organizational typology.

No school in the sample exhibited

either a System 1 or System 4 organizational pattern (refer
to Appendix B).
reflects

As noted in Chapter 2, a System 3 typology

a~n~~sa~-~V@-0-rganizational

pattern.

System 3

is the last in the triad of authoritarian systems.

System
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Table 4
Summary Table of the Organizational Typology
in the Sample Population (Total)
Profile of a School
Organizational System
Organizational Variable
1

I
I

Organizational Climate
Go a 1 Connni tmen t
Decision Process
Team Cooperation
Leadership
Support by Leader
Leader Receptivity
to Ideas
Leader Goal Emphasis
Leader Team Building
Leader Help With T,Jork
Leader Decision Making
Trust (By and In Leader)
Communication
Peer Team Building
Self-Motivation (Teacher)
Student Acceptance
of Goals
School Attitude (Teacher}
Influence Vle Have
Influence We Seek
Total Score
N = 13 Schools (Sample N = 121)

2

3

4
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2 competitive needs to maintain informational barriers are
replaced by informational exchanges.

Typically, these

informational exchanges are on a lateral and vertical
basis; teaching staff exchange information with other
teaching staff and with the school administration.

These

infonnational exchanges are patterned on a man-to-man
basis as opposed to the rigid, authoritarian pattern of a
System 1 school or the participative group pattern of a
System 4 school.

Likert notes a moderate degree of satis-

faction exists in the supervision and task achievements
among the staff in a System 3 school.
In summary, the data gathered from the Profile of
.§:_S~l!_<?ol

questionnaire indicated that a System 3 pattern

was the typical organizational environment in the sample
population.
Average Integration Ratio
Eighteen teachers of the Educationally Handicapped
provided data on the integration and reintegration levels
of 214 Educationally Handicapped pupils enrolled in the
sample population schools.

The Educationally Handicapped

Integration Chart provided data to compute the average
integration ratio for each school in the sample population.
Table 5 sunmarized the integration levels for the Educationally Handicapped classroom in the sample population
schools.

The integration level for each Educationally
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Table 5
Summary Table of Sample Population
Average Integration Ratio
E

s
c

H
0
0

L

N

R
0

L
L
M

E

~~umber of E. H.
Pupils Integrated
Into Regular
Classroom
(Hours Per Day)

Integration
Level
(Per
Class)

N

(Coded)

T

01

12
12
11
12
12
11
12
12
12
12
12
12
12'""
12

02
03
04
05
06
07
08
09
10
11
12
13
Totals

121'\i'\

12
12
12
214

0
11
12
11
11
11
10
0
7
9
11
8
12
5
11
7
11
11
9

1

Average
Integration
Ratio
(Per
School)

2 3 4 5 6

1 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0
1 0 0 0 0 0
1 0 0 0 0 0
1 0 0 0 0 0
0 10 1 1 0 0
4 0 1 0 0 0
0 0 0 3 0 0
0 0 1 0 0 0
0 2 2 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0
6 0 1 0 0 0
1 0 0 0 0 0
5 0 0 0 0 0
1 0 0 0 0 0
1 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 3

167 22 12 6 4 0 3

.0166
.0000
.0000
.0138
.0166
.0181
.3750
.0972
.2000
.0416
.1666
.0000
.12947:
.0138
. 0666 7'd:
.0138
.0138
.2500
1. 5229

Total Average Integration Ratio for the Sample
Population
.
. . . .

.0083
.0069
.0166
.1965
.0972
.1208
.1666
.0647
.0138
.0666
.0138
.0138
.2500
1. 0356

.0796

Note: The Average Integration Ratio may differ among
schools in the sample population due to additional time
in-the-r~gulBI classroom re2orted by the teacher of the
Educationally Handicapped and varying instructional-nours
in the school day.
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Handicapped classroom \vas obtained from the integration level
formula:

the total hours of integrated instruction in the

regular classroom (combined for more than one Educationally
Handicapped pupils) divided by a total figure derived from
number of Educationally Handicapped pupils enrolled in the
Educationally Handicapped classroom multiplied by the number
of instructional hours in the school day.

The average inte-

gration ratio for each sample school was derived by combining the integration level per Educationally Handicapped
classroom and dividing this figure by the total number of
Educationally Handicapped classrooms in that school.
Table 5 indicated that out of the 214 Educationally
Handicapped pupils enrolled in the Educationally Handicapped
program, 167 pupils were not experiencing integration in the
regular classroom setting.

Forty-seven Educationally Handi-

capped pupils were experiencing some degree of integrated
instruction.

In the average sample school, when total

instructional time (regular classroom) and total number of
Educationally Handicapped pupils enrolled in the program
were measured, less than one Educationally Handicapped pupil
per classroom was experiencing complete integration (5 or 6
hours of regular classroom instruction) in the sample popu--](

In addition, 90 minutes per
(prorated).
7("'i'(

we~k

for 12 students

In addition, 120 minutes per week for 12 students
(prorated).
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lation.

The sample population's range of the average

integration ratio was from a low of .0069 in school 02
to a high of .2500 in school 13.
Average Reintegration Ratio
The reintegration level for the 214 Educationally
Handicapped pupils enrolled in the sample population
schools was computed from the reintegration level formula:
the total number of Educationally Handicapped pupils recommended to be officially screened out of the Educationally
Handicapped classroom divided by the total number of
Educationally Handicapped pupils enrolled in that Educationally Handicapped classroom.

Table 6 summarized the

reintegration levels for the Educationally Handicapped
classrooms in the sample populations schools.

The average

reintegration level for each sample school was derived by
combining the reintegration level per Educationally Handicapped classroom and dividing this figure by the total

n~~ber

of Educationally Handicapped classrooms in that school.
Table 6 indicates that 13 Educationally Handicapped pupils were

reco~~ended

to be officially screened

out of the Educationally Handicapped classroom in the sample
population schools.

In the average sample school, when the

total number of Educationally Handicapped classrooms were
measured~l~h~l~~~s-t-h~n-efi~-1;a~ea~-i~R~~-~y-M~~4-~cappe.~--------------------

pupil per classroom was recommended for reintegration in
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Table 6
Summary Table of the Total Sample Population
Average Reintegration Ratio
E

s
c

H
0
0
-1

(Coded)
01
02
03
04

OS
06
07
08
09
10.
11
12
13
Totals

N

R
0
L

L
M

E
N
T

Number of E. H~
Pupils Recommended to be
Screened Out of
E. H. Program

Reintegration
Level
(Per
Class)

Average
Reirttegration
Ratio
(Per
School)

2
2
1
0
1
0
1
0
1

.1666

0
3

.1666
.1666
.0909
.0000
.0909
.0000
.0833
.0000
.0833
.0000
.0000
.0833
.0000
.0833
.0000
.0000
.0000
.2500

.0833
.0000
.0000
.0000
.2500

13

1.0906

.7534

12
12
ll
12
12
ll
12
12
12
12
12
12
12
12
12
12
12
12
214

0

0
1
0
1
0
0

Total Average Reintegration Ratio for the
Sample Population . .
. . .
the sample population.

.0454
.0454
.0416
.0000
.0416
.0000
.0416

.0627

The sample population's range of

the average reintegration ratio was from a low of .0000
in schools OS, 07, 10, 11, and 12 to a high of .2500 in
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school 13.
Maximal Reintegration Index
The Maximal Reintegration Index combined the
average integration ratio and average reintegration ratio
for each school in the sample population.

Table 7 presents

the Haximal Reintegration Index per school for the sample
population.

This index was designated as an operational

measure of a school attaining the program goals of
integration and reintegration of the Educationally Handicapped program.

The sample population schools were ranked

as to the Haximal Reintegration Index figure.

Seven

schools with a Maximal Reintegration Index less than .1000
( '!\.<
~ 1.

R • T........ '

>

.1000) were designated low Maximal Reintegration

Index schools in the sample.

Six schools with a Maximal

Reintegration Index equal to or greater

th~n

.1000

(M.R.I. ~ .1000) were designated high Maximal Reintegration
Index schools in the sample.

The Maximal Reintegration

Index was from a low of .0138 in schools 11 and 12 to a
high of .5000 in school 13.
In summary, the Maximal Reintegration Index
provided an operational measure of the integration and
reintegration levels of 214 Educationally Handicapped
pupils enrolled in the 13 sample population schools.

The

}faximal Reintegration Index was correlated with the organizational environment of the 13 schools within the· sample
population.
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Table 7
Summary Table of the Total Sample Population
Maximal Reintegration Index Per School

s
c

H
0
0

L
(Coded)
01
02
03
04
05
06
07
08
09

10
11
12
13
Totals

Total
Average
Ratio
For
Sample

Average
Integration
Ratio

Average
Reintegration
Ratio

Maximal
Integration
Index
Per
School

.0083
.0069
.0166
.1965
.0972
.1208
.1666
.0647
.0138
.0666
.0138
.0138
.2500

.1666
.0459
.0833
.0416
.0000
.0416
.0000
.0416
.0833
.0000
.0000
.0000
.2500

.1749
.0523
.0999
.2381
.0972
.1624
.1666
.1063
.0971
.0666
.0138
.0138
.5000

1.0356

.7534

1. 7890

.0796

.0627

.1423

l-laximal
Reintegration
Ranked
By
School
3
11
7
2
8
5
4
6
9
10
12.5
12.5
1
13

Maximal
Reintegration
Index
Ranked
High/
Low
High
Low
Low
High
Low
High
High
High
Low
Low
Low
Low
High
7 (Lovl)
6 (High)

Presentation of the Hypotheses
and Findings for Section I
Section I will present the findings derived
from testing the major and secondary hypotheses between
organizational

enviro~ment

variables and the (re)inte-
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gration levels of the sample population schools.
SECTION I
The major hypotheses examining the significance of
the school organizational environment in relation to the
program goals of integration and reintegration of Educationally Handicapped pupils were tested by computing Pearson product-moment correlation coefficients between the
organizational environment variables measured by the Profile
of a

~chool

and the Maximal Reintegration Index.

Table 8

summarizes the correlation coefficients (r's) between the
19 organizational variables and the Haximal Reintegration·
Index for the sample population.

The correlation coeffi-

cient derived from each organizational variable and the
Maximal Reintegration Index indicated the statistical
relationship was negligible.

The overall correlation

coefficient between the Profile of a School total score
and the Maximal Reintegration Index was -.138 for the sample
popula.tion schools.

No organizational variable attained a

correlation coefficient with the Maximal Reintegration
Index that reached statistical significance at the .05
level of confidence with eleven degrees of freedom.

In

each instance, the null hypothesis was retained.
Majo~

Organizational Hypothesis
There is no relationship between the organizational
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Table 8
SQmmary Table of the Pearson Product-Moment
Correlation Coefficients Between Maximal
Reintegration Index and Nineteen
Organizational Variables for
the Total Sample
Population

Organizational Variable

Maximal
Reintegration
Index
Correlation
Coefficient
(Total
Sample)
(r

Level
of
Significance
(p

= )

= )

Organizational Climate
Goal Commitment
Decision Process
Team Cooperation

-.141~""

.039'""
.173 1\.169')'(

.322
.449
.285
.290

Leadership
Support by Leader
Leader Receptivity to Ideas
Leader Goal Emphasis
Leader Team Building
Leader Help With Work
Leader Decision Making

-. 068)\- .124'k
. 225''-"
-.007•'c
-. 1447'(
-. 122~'c
-.054*

.411
.343
.230
.490
. 319
.345
.430

Trust (By and In Leader)

-.227*

.227

Communication

-.300*

.159

Peer Team Building

-.319*

.144

Self-Motivation (Teacher)

. 064'""

. 418

Student Acceptance of Goals

. 030*

. 461

--------~huuQ-A~ti~~~~-8r~fteher)------~.1~0~*----~.353---------------------------

Influence We Have

-. 4347c

. 069
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Table 8 (Continued)

Organizational Variable

Maximal
Reintegration
Index
Correlation
Coefficient
(Total
Sample)
(r

Influence We Seek
Total Score

=

Level
of
Significance
(p

=

)

)

-.031"~'

.459

-.138*

.326

N = 13 Schools
*Not statistically significant at the .OS level of
confidence with eleven degrees of freedom.
typology of schools as measured by the Profile of

~

School and the Maximal Reintegration Index as computed
from the Educationally Handicapped Reintegration Survey.
The correlation coefficient of -.138 was not statistically significant at the .05 level of confidence with
eleven degrees of freedom.

The null hypothesis was

retained.
Related

Hypo~hesis

1.

T~ere

tional Climate

is no relationship between Organiza-

and~e

Haximal-R-ei-n-t-ee;-r--a-aen-1-nG.-ex.

Ace-.-----------~

correlation coefficient of -.141 was not statistically·
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significant at the .05 level of confidence with eleven
degrees of freedom.
a.

The null hypothesis was retained.

There is no relationship between Goal

Commitment and the Maximal Reintegration Index.
A correlation coefficient of .030 was not statistically significant at tne .05 level of confidence
with eleven degrees of freedom.

The null hypothesis

was retained.
b.

There is no relationship between Decision

Process and the Haximal Reintegration Index.

A

correlation coefficient of .173 was not statistically significant at the .05 level of confidence with eleven degrees of freedom.

The null

hypothesis was retained.
c.

There is no relationship between Team

Cooperation and the Haximal Reintegration Index.
A correlation coefficient of .169 was not statistically significant at the .05 level of confidence with eleven degrees of freedom.

TI1e null

hypothesis was retained.
2.

There is no relationship between Leadership

and the M&ximal Reintegration Index.

A correlation coef-

ficient of -.068 was not statistically significant at the
evel of confidence with eleven degrees of freedom.
The null hypothesis was retained.
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a.

There is no relationship between Support

by Leader and the Maximal Reintegration Index.
A correlation coefficient of -.124 was not
statistically significant at the .05 level of
confidence with eleven degrees of freedom.

The

null hypothesis was retained.
b.

There is no relationship between Leader

Receptivity and the Haximal Reintegration Index.
A correlation coefficient of .225 was not statistically significant at the .05 level of confidence
with eleven degrees of freedom.

The null hypothesis

was retained.
c.

There is no relationship between Leader

Goal emphasis and the Maximal Reintegration Index.
A correlation coefficient of -.007 was not statistically significant at the .05 level of confidence
with eleven degrees of freedom.

Tne null hypothesis

was retained.
d.

There is no relationship between Leader

Team Building and the Haximal Reintegration
Index.

A correlation coefficient of -.144 was

not statistically significant at the .05 level
of confidence with eleven degrees of freedom.
The null hypothesis was retained.
e.

There is no relationship between Leader
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Help With Work and the Maximal Reintegration
Index.

A correlation coefficient of -.122 was

not statistically significant at the .OS level
of confidence with eleven degrees of freedom.
The null hypothesis was retained.
f.

There is no relationship between Leader

Decision Haking and the Naximal Reintegration
Index.

A

correlation coefficient of -.OS4 was

not statistically significant at the .OS level
of confidence with eleven degrees of freedom.
The null hypothesis \vas ratained.
3.

There is no relationship between Trust In

and By Leader and the Maximal Reintegration Index.

A

correlation coefficient of -.227 was not statistically
significant at the .OS level of confidence with eleven
degrees of freedom.
4.

The null hypothesis was retained.

There is no relationship between Communi-

cation and the l"Iaximal Reintegration Index.

A

correlation

coefficient of -.300 was not statistically significant at
the .OS level of confidence with eleven degrees of freedom.
The null hypothesis was retained.

S.

There is no relationship between Peer Team

Building and the Maximal Reintegration Index.

A corre-

----1-a-aeR-&ee-f--£--:kG--i--a-n-t-G f - . 3 19-was_nQLsJ:at is t i cally______aig~n._,i~------------

ficant at the .OS level of confidence with eleven degrees
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of freedom.
6.

·The null hypothesis was retained.
There is no relationship between Self-

Hotivation (Teacher) and the Haximal Reintegration
Index.

A correlation coefficient of .064 was not statis-

tically significant at the .05 level of confidence with
eleven degrees of freedom.

The null hypotheses was

retained.
7.

There is no relationship between Student

Acceptance of Goals and the Maximal Reintegration Index.
A correlation coefficient of .030 was not statistically
significant at the .05 level of confidence with eleven
degrees of freedom.
8.

The null hypothesis was retained.

There is no relationship between School

Attitude (Teacher) and the Maximal Reintegration Index.
A correlation coefficient of -.116 was not statistically
significant at the .05 level of confidence with eleven
degrees of freedom.
9.

The null hypothesis was retained.

There is no relationship between Influence

We Have and the Maximal Reintegration Index.

A corre-

lation coefficient of -.434 was not statistically
significant at the .05 level of confidence with eleven
degrees of freedom.
10.

The null hypothesis was retained.

There is no relationship between Influence

We Seek and the Maximal Reintegration Index.

A corre-

lation coefficient of -.031 was not statistically
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significant at the .05 level of confidence with eleven
degrees of freedom.

The null hypothesis was retained.

Low Versus High Maximal
Reintegration Index Schools
Table 9 compared the mean scores and standard
deviations of low and high Haximal Reintegration schools
in the sample population on each organizational environment variable measured by the Profile of a School questionnaire;

The computed t-values indicated no statis-

tically significant difference between the means of low
and high Maximal Reintegration Index. schools in the
sample population at the .05 level of confidence with
eleven degrees of freedom.
Section I Summary
The findings of this section suggested that
no statistically significant relationship was established
at the designated level between organizational environment
and level of (re)integration for Educationally Handicapped pupils in the sample population schools.

The

null hypotheses were retained between the 19 organizational variables and the Maximal Reintegration Index.
Presentation of .the Hypotheses
and Findings for Section II
Sect ion I I wi 11 present

tne---I~ncllrnfegY?.s~d11eP"rrt-iv'U'Pe-l1d,-------------
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Table 9
Summary Table of Total Sample Population Means
Standard Deviations and t-Values of Low and
High Maximal Reintegration Index Schools
as Measured by the Profile
of a School

Organizational
Variables

Organizational
Climate
--Goal Commitment
--Decision
Process
--Team Cooperat ion

Low Maximal
Reintegration
Index
(N = 7
Schools)

High f~aximal
Reintegration
Index
(N = 6
Schools)

tValue

Std.
Dev.

Level
of
Significance
at .05
Confidence
Interval

Mean

Std.
Dev.

Mean

5.548

. 309

5.322

.392

6.002

.421

5.796

.479

.8271

N.S.

5.063

.462

4.829

.401

.9699

N.S.

5.579

.259

5.343

.401

1.2788

N.S.

5.350

.425

4.744

.947

1.5294

N.S.

6.356

.580

5.384

1.364

1. 7229

N.S.

4.135

.544

3.904

. 656

.6935

N.S .

4.936

.580

4.445

.804

1.2772

N.S.

6.244

.595

5.462 1.230

1.4985

N.S.

1.163

N.S .

Leadership
--Support by
Leader
--Leader Receptivity to
Ideas
--Leader Goal
Emphasis
--Leader Team
Building
--Leader Help
With Work
--Leader Decisian Making

5,596

.761

4.707

1.166

1.6540

N.S.

4.831

.474

4.562

.689

. 8292

N.S .

Trust (By and In
Leader

6.557

.581

5.747

1.057

1. 7511

N.S.

Communi canon

5.9Btl------:-2-3u

5-;-5-5-'7---------;-4-9 8

Peer Team
Building

6.039

5.979

.485

. 366

2-.-82-1-7-----N~.

.2486

N.S .
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Table 9 (Continued)

Organizational
Variables

Low Maximal
Reintegration
Index
(N = 7
Schools)

High t1axima l
Reintegrat·ion
Index
(N

=

6

tValue

Schools

Level
of
Significance
at .05
Confide nee
Interval

Mean

Std.
Dev,

Mean

Std.
Dev.

Self-Motivation
(Teacher

6.146

.622

5.845

. 678

.8355

N.S .

Student Accepta.nce of Goals

5.502

.404

5.673

. 320

.8355

N.S .

School Attitude
(Teacher)

5.682

.394

5.159

.776

1.5702

N.S.

Influence He
Have

4.995

.455

4.577

.566

1.4781

N.S.

Influence We
Seek

6.687

.395

5.807

. 495

.4864

N.S .

5.644

.349

5.255

.082

1.4871

Total Score

N.S.
(P

< .20}

N = 13 Schools
from examining selected descriptive variables in schools
and characteristics of the teachers of the Educationally
Handicapped in relation to the (re)integration of Educationally Handicapped pupils.
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SECTION II
Descriptive Variables
and the Haximal Reintegration Index Hypotheses
Twelve descriptive variables \vere examined in
relation to the Haximal Reintegration Index in the
sample population schools.

The variables describing

the teachers of the Educationally Handicapped were sex
of teachers, highest educational level, and years of
teaching experience.

The sample school characteristics

were number of regular classroom teachers, average teacherpupil ratio (regular classroom) and total number of
special education classrooms in the school.

Table 10

summarizes the Pearson product-moment correlation coefficients between each descriptive variable and the Maximal
Reintegration Index for the sample population schools.
The hypotheses between each descriptive variable
and the Haximal Reintegration Index were stated in null
form,

The null hypotheses were retained in all but

one instance,
Major Descriptive Variables and the Maximal
Reintegration Index
Hypothesis
nere is no

rei--ati--on-s-h-i:p----b-e-tw-een----s-e-±-ee-t-eEl-<.ie-s-G-t'-i-p,~-~---------

tive characteristics of schools or teachers of Educa-
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Table 10
Summary Table of the Pearson Product-11oment
Correlation Coefficients Between Maximal
Reintegration Index and Descriptive
Variables for the Total Sample
Population

Descriptive Variables

Maximal
Reintegration
Index
Correlation
Coefficient
(Total
Sample)
(r

Teachers of the Educationally
Handicapped
--Highest Educational
Degree
--Sex of Teacher
--Total Years Teaching
Experience
--Years Teaching in the
District
--Years Teaching in Sample
School
--Years Teaching Educationally Handicapped
Pupils
School
--Number of Regular Class
Teachers
--Teacher-Pupil Ratio
(Primary)
--Teacher-Pupil Ratio
(Intermediate)
--Total Number of Special
Education Classes
---Number of Educationally
Handicapped Classes
--Number of Other Special
Education Classes

Level
of
Significance
(p

= .)

= .)

.030*
.1637"

,461
.297

.635

.010
.382
.091

.356*

.116

.350

-. 2227<"

.256

-. 232 ~~

.222

. 023 1'<'

.470

.02~('

.7+

. Oll'i('

.485
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Table 10 (Continued)

N = 13 Schools
*Not statistically significant at the .OS level of
confidence with eleven degrees of freedom.

cationally Handicapped pupils and the Haximal Reintegration Index.
Related Hypotheses
1.

There is no relationship between the Educa-

tional Level of the Teachers of the Educationally Handicapped and the Haximal Reintegration Index.

A Pearson

product-moment correlation coefficient of .030 was not
statistically significant at the .OS level of confidence
with eleven degrees of freedom.

The null hypothesis

was retained. ·
2.
the

~eachers

There is no relationship between the Sex of
of the Educationally Handicapped and the

11aximal Reintegration Index.

A Pearson product-moment

correlation coefficient of .183 was not statistically
significant at the .OS level of confidence with eleven
degrees of freedom.
-------~:J~--.LTher_e_is

The null hypothesis was retained.
no relationshi£>~==~~~~~~=----------------------between the Total

Years of Teaching experience of the Teachers of the Educa-
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tionally Handicapped and the Maximal Reintegration Index.
A Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient of .635
was statistically significant at the .01 level of confidence with eleven degrees of freedom.

The null hypothesis

was rejected.
4.

There is no relationship between the Years of

Teaching in the School District by the teachers of the
Educationally Handicapped and the Haximal Reintegration
Index.

A Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient

of .092 was not statistically significant at the .05 level
of confidence with eleven degrees of freedom.

The null

hypothesis was retained.
5.

There is no relationship between the Years of

Teaching in the Sample School by the teachers of the
Educationally Handicapped and the Naximal Reintegration
Index.

A Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient

of .393 was not statistically significant at the .05 level
of confidence with eleven degrees of freedom.

The null

hypothesis was retained.
6.

There is no relationship between the Years of

Teaching Educationally Handicapped Pupils by the teachers
of the Educationally Handicapped and the Maximal Reintegration Index.

A Pearson product-moment correlation

coefficient of .356 was not statistically significant at
the ,05 level of confidence with eleven degrees of freedom.
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The null hypothesis was retained.
7.

There is no relationship between the Number

of Regular Classroom Teachers in a sample school and
the Haximal Reintegration Index.

A Pearson product-moment

correlation coefficient of .118 was not statistically significant at the .OS level of confidence with eleven degrees
of freedom.
8.

The null hypothesis was retained.
There is no relationship between Teacher-Pupil

Ratio (Primary) in a sample school and the l1aximal Reintegration Index.

A Pearson product-moment correlation

coefficient of .222 was not statistically significant at
the .OS level of confidence with eleven degrees of freedom.
The null hypothesis was retained.
9.

There is no relationship betltJeen Teacher-Pupil

Ratio (Intermediate) in a sample school and the Haximal
Reintegration Index.

A Pearson product-moment correlation

coefficient of .232 was not statistically significant at
the .OS level of confidence with eleven degrees of freedom.
The null hypothesis was retained.
10.

There is no relationship between Total Number

of Special Education Classes in a sample school and the
Haximal Reintegration Index.

A Pearson product-moment

correlation coefficient of .023 was not statistically
----s-Lgnifi_c_an_t_a_t____the____._QS level of confidence with eleven
degrees of freedom.

The null hypothesis \vas retained.
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11.

There is no relationship between Number of

Educationally Handicapped Classes in a sample school and
the Maximal Reintegration Index.

A Pearson product-moment

correlation coefficient of .029 was not statistically
significant at the .05 level of confidence with eleven
degrees of freedom.
12.

The null hypothesis was retained.

There is not relationship between Number of

Other Special Education Classes in a sample school and the
Maximal Reintegration Index.

A Pearson product-moment

correlation coefficient of .011 was not statistically
significant at the .05 level of confidence with eleven
degrees of freedom.

The null hypothesis was retained.

Section II Summary
The findings of this section indicate a statistically significant relationship was established between
the total years of teaching experience by the teachers of
the Educationally Handicapped and the (re)integration levels
for Educationally Handicapped pupils in the sample population schools.
was obtained.

A positive correlation coefficient of .635
This correlation coefficient was significant

at the ,01 level of confidence with eleven degrees of
freedom.

The null hypothesis was rejected.

.

The other descrintive variables did not maintain
a statistically significant relationship with the Haximal
Reintegration Index at the .05 level of confidence with
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eleven degrees of freedom.

In each instance, the null

hypothesis was retained.
Presentation of the Hypotheses
and Findings for Section III
Section III will present the findings derived from
investigating the selections of (re)integration procedures
used to return Educationally Handicapped pupils to the
regular classroom and the (re)integration levels of
Educationally Handicapped pupils enrolled in the sample
population schools.
SECTION III
Summary of the Reported (Re)Integration Procedures Selected by
the Total Sample Population
Table 11 is a suwmary table of the total sample
population's selections of (re)integration procedures
used by teachers to return Educationally Handicapped
pupils to the regular classroom program.

Each sample

school's selections of procedures were divided by the
integration and reintegration categories.

A (re)inte-

gration procedures counted as used in a sample school
if one or more teacher(s) of the Educationally Handicapped
pupils selected it as being used in that school.

Table 11

---___,...-e-f-1-ee-t-s----a-n-ev-ei:'--a-l-l-}3e-~G-@-!"l-t-a-g-e-£o'l:"----incj_
_denc_e__o_f_p~r~o~c,._,e.,_..d=u=r.._.e,.._____________

use in the total sample population.
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Table 11
Suwmary Table of the Total Sample Population
Selection of Procedure/Criteria Used for
(Re)Integrating Educationally
Handicapped Pupils

Procedure/Criteria

Percent of Sample Reported Using
Procedure/Criteria (%)
0 10 20 30 40 50 60

70 80 90

100

Gradual Extension of
Time in Regular
Classroom

- - - - - - - - - - - - - R 84.6%

Placement in Nonacademic Subject areas

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - R 92.3%

Placement in Academic
Subject Areas

-------------- I 38.5%

--------------------------------- I

------------------------------------- I

R 61.5%

Reintegration Team
Formed at School
Level

- - - - - - - - - - - R 61.5%

Reintegration Team
Formed at District
Level

--------------------R 100%

--------------------- I 53.8%

----------- I 30.8%

Specification of Time
Permitted to Remain
in E. H. Classroom
Specification of Time
Permitted to Remain
in E. H. Program
Academic Level Specified for (Re}Integration at Time of
Placement

I
R
76,9%

_--_-_-_--_-_-_- ~ 23 .1%

--~---------------------

~ 61.5%

---CRe_)J_n_te_g~aiJnn _________________________________

Based on Formal
Academic Tests

I 46.2%
- - - - - - - - - - - - R 61.5%
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Table 11 (Continued)

Percent of Sample Reported Using
Procedure/Criteria (%)
Procedure/Criteria
0 10

20

30

40

50

60

70

80

90

100

(Re)Integration Based
on Formal Social
Skills Tests

-- I
_ R 7.7%

(Re)Integration Based
on Observation Data

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - R 92.3%

Selection of Regular
Classroom Based on
Age/Years in
School

---------------------------- I
- - - - - - - - - - - - R 76.9%

Limit to Number of
E. H. Pupils (Re}Integrated

------------- I 38.5%
- R 23.1%

(Re)Integration De- cision Based on
Hathematic
Achievement Within Two Grade
Levels

------------------------------------ I
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - R 92.3%

(Re)Integration Decision Based on
Reading Achievement ~~i thin Two
Grade Levels

------------------------------------ I
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - R 92,3%

(Re)Integration Decision Based on
Spelling Achievement Within Two
Grade Levels

--------------------------------- I
- - - - - - - - - - - - R 84.6%

Kex:

Integration
- - Reintegrat10n

------------------------------------ I
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The fifteen major (re)integration procedures were
investigated in relation to the (re)integration levels of
the sample schools.

As noted in Table 7, the sample

population schools were divided by (re)integration level
into two groups:
schools.

To

test

low and high Naximal Reintegration Index
the major reintegration hypotheses of

this study, seven low Maximal Reintegration Index schools
(M.R.I.~ .1000) were compared with six high Maximal

Reintegration Index schools (J:1.R.I.<.lOOO).

The sub-

items related to the major (re)integration procedures
were reported as a combined total for the sample population.
The statistical comparisons benveen low and high
(re)integration level schools were analyzed by the
Fisher's Exact Test.

Tables 12 through 33 summarYze the

findings derived from the statistical comparisons.

If

identical answers were given to the integration and
reintegration categories, the data were combined into the
(re)integration category.

(Re)integration procedures

were procedures used identically for the integration and
reintegration processes,

The findings were presented

in a combined table, or (re)integration table.

In

instances where the teacher's selections differed, the
data were analyzed by category, integration, and reintegraE~on.

106
As noted in Table 11, five (re)integration
procedures were reported by the sample population schools
as not being used identically for the integration and
reintegration processes.

These (re)integration procedures

were analyzed separately and presented in more than one
table.

The following (re)integration procedures were

analyzed by the integration and reintegration categories
for the sample population.
1.

Selecting academic subject areas in the

regular program to (re)integrate Educationally Handicapped pupils (Tables 14 and 15) .
2.

Using a school or district level reintegration

team to determine readiness for (re)integration (Tables 16
through 19).
3.

Selecting academic tests to make the (re)inte-

gration decision (Tables 20 and 21) .
4.

Selecting a regular classroom level based on

Educationally Handicapped pupil's age or number of years
in school (Tables 27 and 28).
5.

Specifying a limit to the number of Educationally

Handicapped pupils that were recommended to be (re)integrated (Tables 29 and 30).
~or

(Re)Integration Hypothesis
There is no relationsnlp between

Educationally Handicapped

(~e)integration

th~~~~~-~ifrn-0~---------------------

procedures and
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the (re)integration levels of Educationally Handicapped
pupils enrolled in schools.
In each instance, the null hypothesis was retained
between the selection of major Educationally Handicapped
(re)integration procedures and the designated

(~e)inte

gration levels of the sample schools.
Related Hypotheses
The related hypotheses for the (re)integration
procedures are presented

ai

follows:

Gradual Extension of Time Hypothesis.

There is

no difference between low and high Maximal Reintegration
Index schools with regard to their use of a gradual extension of time that Educationally Handicapped pupils are
permitted to participate in the regular classroom.
The sample population schools' responses to this
(re)integration procedure were identical for the integration
and reintegration of Educationally Handicapped pupils.
Table l2 presents the data reported identically by the
sample schools for both the integration and reintegration
processes.

In total, eleven sample schools reported that a

gradual extension of time in the regular classroom was used
for both integrating and reintegrating Educationally Handica

ed pupils.

Two sample schools reported not using this

procedure for either integration or reintegration. A statistical
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comparison was made between the sample schools' reported
use of this procedure and the designated (re)integration
levels of the sample schools.

Table 12 indicates that

six low and five high Maximal Reintegration Index schools
reported using this (re) integration procedure.

The

difference between low and high Naximal Reintegration
Index schools reported use of a gradual extension of time
procedures was not statistically
level of confidence.

significant at the .05

1herefore, the null hypothesis was

retained.
Table 12
Sample Population Comparison Between Low and High
Maximal Reintegration Index Schools in Selecting
Gradual Extension of Time in Regular Classroom for (Re)Integrating Educationally
Handicapped Pupils

l'Iaximal
Reintegration
Index
(M. R.I.)

Gradual Extension of Time
For (Re)Integration in
Regular Classroom

Total

Used

Not Used

Low M.R. I.
Schools

6
(46. 2)

(7. 7)

(53.8)

High M.R.I.
Schools

5
(38.5)

1
(7.7)

6
(46.2)

Total

11

-s-4---:-6-)

7

1

2
(1.-s--:--4)

13
(--t---e-e--:-e-)

Fisher's Exact Test: p = .363.
~·(Percentage of schools in the sample population
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Subject Areas Not Requiring Demonstration of
Academic Skill Hypotheses.

There is no difference between

low and high Maximal Reintegration Index schools with.
regard to their use of subject areas not requiring
demonstration of academic skills for (re)integrating
Educationally Handicapped pupils to the regular classroom.
The sample population schools' responses to this
(re)integration procedure were identical for the integration and reintegration processes.

Table 13 presents

the data reported identically by the sample schools for
both integration and reintegration processes.

In total,

t"vlelve sample schools reported that nonacademic subject
areas (music, art, etc.) were used for integrating and
reintegrating Educationally Handicapped pupils to the
regular classroom.
this procedure
processes.

for

One sample school reported not using
the integration and reintegration

A statistical comparison vms made by the

sample schools' reported use of this procedure and the
designated reintegration levels of the sample schools.
Table 13 indicates that six low and six high Maximal
Reintegration Index schools reported using this procedure.
The difference between low and high Maximal Reintegration
Index schools
------~d=emans~ration

reported use of subject areas not requiring
of academic skills for (re)integrating

Educationally Handicapped pupils was not statistically
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significant at the .05 level of confidence.

Thereforet

the null hypothesis was retained.
Table 13
Sample Population Comparison Between Low and High
Maximal Reintegration Index Schools in Using
Subject Areas Not Requiring Formal Demonstration of Academic Skills for
(Re)Integrating Educationally
Handicapped Pupils

Maximal
Reintegration
Index
(M.R.I.)

Subject Areas Not Requiring
Demonstration of Academic
Skills
Used

Not Used

Low M. R.I.
Schools

6
(46. 2)

(7. 7)

High M.R.I.
Schools

6
(46. 2)

(0. 0)

12
(92.3)

(7. 7)

Total

Fisher's Exact Test:

1

0

1

Total

7
(53.8)

6
(46.2)

13
(100.)

p = .538.

Subject Areas Requiring Demonstration of Academic
Skills Hypothesis.

There is no difference between low and

high Maximal Reintegration Index school with regard to
their use of subject areas requiring demonstration of
acadeTid.-c-s-k-i-1-1-s--fel:"-E-'t"-@ ~-i-n-t-eg_r_a_ting____.,..E""d"'"'u=c=a'-"'t.,..i"'""o:_-::n~a~l~l--.Ly~H:_-a:-:n~d---=i..._-_ ___________
capped pupils to the regular classroom.
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The sample population schools' responses to this
(re) integration procedure differed for the integration
and reintegration of Educationally Handicapped pupils.
Table 14 presents the comparisons between low and high
Maximal Index schools in using this procedure for the
Table 14
Sample Population Comparison Between Low and High
Haximal Reintegration Index Schools in Using
Subject Areas Requiring Formal Demonstration of Academic Skills for
Integrating Educationally
Handicapped Pupils

Haximal
Reintegration
Index
(M.R. I.)

Subject Areas Requiring
Formal Demonstration of
Academic Skills

Total

Used

Not Used

Low M.R. I.
Schools

3
(23.1)

4
(30. 8)

7
(53.8)

High M,R. I.
Schools

2

(15. 4)

4
(30. 8)

6
(46. 2)

5
(38.5)

8
(61.5)

13
(100.0)

Total

Fisher's Exact Test:

p = .587.

integration of Educationally Handicapped pupils.

Table

-.T-rep-or-t-s-------e-fie----s-ame-G-Gmpari.son__f or the rein t e gr at ion of

~---------------------------

Educationally Handicapped pupils.
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Table 14 indicates that a total of five sample
schools reported that academic subject areas (language
arts, mathematics, etc.) were used for integrating
Educationally Handicapped pupils to the regular classroom.
Eight sample schools reported not using this procedure for
the integration process.
Table 15
Sample Population Comparison Between Low and High
Maximal Reintegration Index Schools in Using
Subject Areas Requiring Formal Demonstration of Academic Skills for
Reintegrating Educationally
Handicapped Pupils

Maxima
Reintegration
Index
(M.R. I.)

Subject Areas Requiring
Formal Demonstration of
Academic Skills
Total
Used

Not Used

Schools

4
(_30. 8 2

3
(23.1)

7
(53. 8)

High M. R.I.
Schools

4
(30. 8)

2
(15. 4)

6
(46. 2)

8
(91. 5)

5
(38. 5)

13
(100.0)

Lo\v M.R. I.

Total

Fisher's Exact Test:

p = .587.

--------A-s-t-a-t-i--S-t;i-ca-LcDmp_arison was made betVleen the
sample schools' reported use of the procedure for the
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integration and reintegration processes and the designated
(re)integration levels of the sample schools.

Table 14

indicates that three low and two high Maximal Reintegration
Index schools reported using this procedure for the
integration process.

The difference between low and high

Maximal Reintegration Index schools reported use of subject
areas requiring demonstration of academic skills was not
statistically significant at the .05 level of confidence.
Table 15 indicates that a total of eight sample
schools reported that academic subject areas (language
arts, mathematics, etc.) were used for reintegrating
Educationally Handicapped pupils to the regular classroom.
Five sample schools reported not using this procedure for
the reintegration process.

Table 15 reveals that the

difference between low and high Maximal Reintegration Index
schools reported use of subject areas requiring demonstration
of academic skills

for reintegrating Educationally Handi-

capped pupils was not statistically significant at the .OS
level of confidence.
In both instances, the null hypothesis was retained.
Reintegration Team Hypothesis.

There is no differ-

ence between lmv and high Maximal Reintegration Index
schools with regard to their use of a reintegration team
------tf--o-rme-d-a-t-e-i.-th-er-s-e-hee-l-e-F-a-i-s-t--r-i-e-t--l--e-ve-1-i-n---G".L~d-e-:J;_J:O-make----------

the decision to (re)integrate Educationally Handicapped
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pupils to the regular classroom.
The sample population schools' responses to this
(re)integration procedure differed in two ways.

The

sample population schools' responses differed in both
the integration and reintegration processes and in the
locale where the reintegration team was formed, either at
the school or district level.

Therefore, this hypothesis

was divided into four subhypotheses.

The findings of each

Table 16
Sample Population Comparison Between Low and High
Maximal Reintegration Index Schools in Using
A Reintegration Team Formed at the School
Level for Making the Decision to
Integrate Educationally
Handicapped Pupils

Haximal
Reintegration
Index
(M. R.I.)

Reintegration Team Formed
at School Level to Hake
Integration Decision

Total

Used

Not Used

Low M.R. I.
Schools

4
(30. 8)

3
(23. 1)

7
(53. 8)

High l1.R.I.
Schools

3
(23 .1}

3
(23 .1)

6
(46. 2)

Total

7
(53. 8)

,

0

(46. 2)

13
(100. 0)

---F-i-s-h:eF-'-s-E-xa-G-t--'l'--e---£-t~·-p_:::_._6l7_, _________________________
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subhypothesis
through 19.

is presented in four tables, Tables 16
The four subhypotheses follow.

Subhypothesis 1.

There is no difference between

low and high Maximal Reintegration Index schools with
regard to their use of a reintegration team formed at the
school level in order to make the decision to integrate
Educationally Handicapped pupils.
Table 14 reveals that a total of seven sample
schools reported that a school level reintegration team
was used to make the integration decision.
The designated (re)integration levels of these seven
schools consisted of four low and three high Maximal
Reintegration Index schools.

The difference between low

and high Maximal Reintegration Index schools in the
reported use of a school level reintegration team for the
integration process was not statistically significant at
the .05 level of confidence.

Therefore, the null hypothesis

was retained.
Subhypothesis 2.

There is no difference between

loH and high Maximal Reintegration Index schools in the
reported use of a reintegration team formed at the
district level to make the decision to integrate Educationally Handicapped pupils.
Table 17 reveals that a total of four sample
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schools reported that a district level reintegration team
was used to make the integration decision.

Three of the

sample schools which reported using this procedure were
designated as high Maximal Reintegration Index schools; one
low Maximal Reintegration Index school also reported using
a reintegration team for the integration decision.

rne

difference bet\veen low and high Haximal Reintegration
Index schools in the reported use of a district level
Table 17
Sample Population Comparison Between Low and High
Maximal Reintegration Index Schools in Using a
Reintegration Team Formed at District Level
for Making the Integration Decision

Maximal
Reintegration
Index
(11.~.1.)

Low M.R.I.
Schools
High H.R.I.
Schools
Total

Reintegration Team Formed
at District Level to I1ake
the Integration Decision
Used
1

Total

Not Used

(]. 7)

6
(46. 2)

7
(53. 8-)

3
(23 .1)

3
(23. 1)

6
(46. 2)

4
(30.8)

9
(69.2)

13
(100.0)

Fisher's Exact Test:

p = .217.

reintegration team for the integration process

~vas

not
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statistically significant at the .05 level of confidence.
Therefore, the null hypothesis was retained.
Subhypothesis 3.

There is no difference between

low and high Maximal Reintegration Index schools with
regard to their use of a reintegration team formed at the
school level in order to make the decision to reintegrate
Educationally Handicapped pupils.
Table 18
Sample Population Comparison Between Low and High
Maximal Reintegration Index Schools in Using a
Reintegration Team Formed at School Level
For Making the Reintegration Decision

Haximal
Reintegration
Index
(H.R. I.)

Reintegration Team Formed
at School Level to Make
Reintegration Decision

Total

Used

Not Used

Low H.R. I.
Schools

4
(30. 8)

3
(23 .1)

7
(53. 8)

High M. R.I.
Schools

4
(30. 8)

2
(15.4)

6
(46.2)

8
(61. 5)

5
(38. 5)

13
(100. 0)

Total

Fisher's Exact Test:

p = .587.

schools reported that a school level reintegration team
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was used to make the reintegration decision.

The use of

this procedure vms equally divided between low and high
Maximal Reintegration Index schools.

The difference

between low and high Maximal Reintegration Index schools
in the use of a school level reintegration team for the
reintegration process was not statistically significant
at the .05 level of confidence.

Therefore, the null

hypothesis was retained.
Subhypothesis 4.

There is no difference between

low and high Haximal Reintegration Index schools with
regard to their use of a reintegration team formed at
the district level in order to make the decision to
reintegrate Educationally Handicapped pupils.
Table 19 reveals that all the sample population
schools' reported using a district level reintegration
team to make the reintegration decision.

No statistical

comparisons were made as two cells contained no responses.
The findings presented in Tables 16

through 19

suggest that there was no statistically significance between
low and high (re)integration level schools with regard
to their use of

a reintegration team formed at either

school or district level in order to make the decision
to (re)integrate Educationally Handicapped pupils to
tne regular classroom.
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Table 19
Sample Population Comparison Between Low and High
Maximal Reintegration Index Schools in Using a
Reintegration Team Formed at District Level
For Making the Reintegration Decision
Reintegration Team Formed
at District Level to Make
Reintegration Decision

Maximal
Reintegration
Index
(M.R. I.)

Total
Used

Not Used

Low M.R.I~
Schools

7
(53. 8)

0
(0. 0)

High H.R.I.
Schools

(l~6.

Total

7
(53. 8)

2)

(0. 0)

6
(46.2)

13
(100. 0)

0
(0. 0)

13
(100. 0)

0

6

Fisher's Exact Test:
tained no responses.

Not applicable.

Two cells con-

Specified Period of Time in Educationally Handicapped

~lassroom

Hypothesis.

There is no difference

between low and high l1aximal Reintegration Index schools'
specification of a definite or indefinite time period that
Educationally Handicapped pupils are permitted to remain
in a specific Educationally Handicapped classroom.
The sample population school's responses to this
(re)integration

~rocedure

was identical for the integration

and reintegration categories.

Table 20 presents the data
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reported identically by the sample schools for both
integration and reintegration processes.

In total,

ten sample schools reported that with periodic case
studies, Educationally Handicapped pupils were permitted
Table 20.
Sample Population Comparison Between Low and High
Maximal Reintegration Index Schools on the
Specification of Time with Case Study
that Educationally Handicapped
Pupils are Permitted to Remain
in a Specific Educationally
Handicapped Classroom
Snecification of Time

Haximal
Reintegration
Index

Pe~itted to Remain in a

Specific Educationally
Handicapped Classroom

Total

(11. R.I.)

Definite
Period
of Time

Indefinite
Period
of Time

Low H.R.I.
Schools

5
(38.5}

2
(15. 4)

7
(53. 8)

High M.R.I.
Schools

5
(38.5)

1
(7. 7)

6
(46. 2)

10
(76. 9}

3
(23 .1)

(100. 0)

Total

Fisher's Exact Test:
to remain in an

p

=

13

.563.

Educationa.rl)'Eana~capped~l~rram-fo~----------------------

a definite period of time,

Three sample schools indicated
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that with periodic case studies, Educationally Handicapped
pupils were permitted to remain in an Educationally Handicapped classroom for an indefinite period of time.

Low

and high Maximal Reintegration Index schools were equally
divided in reporting that a definite period of time was
specified for Educationally Handicapped pupils remaining
in an Educationally Handicapped classroom.

The difference

between low and high Naximal Reintegration Index schools
specification of an indefinite or definite time period
that Educationally Handicapped pupils are permitted to
remain in an Educationally Handicapped classroom was not
statistically significant at the .OS level of confidence.
Therefore, the null hypothesis was retained.
Specified Period of Time in the Educationally
Handicapped Program Hypothesis.

There is no difference

between low and high Maximal Reintegration Index schools'
specification of an indefinite or definite time period that
Educationally Handicapped pupils are permitted to remain in
the Educationally Handicapped program.
The sample population schools' responses to this
(re)integration procedure were identical for the integration and reintegration of Educationally Handicapped pupils.
Table 21 presents the data reported identically by the
s amp t e s c h:oo-l--s-----£ur-butu~-n-t-e-g-r-a-t--i--en---a-1ld---r--e-i:-R-~e-g-I"-a-t-iGn.----------------

processes.

In total, these sample schools reported that
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with periodic case studies, Educationally Handicapped
pupils were permitted in the Educationally Handicapped
program for a definite period of time.

Ten sample schools

reported that with periodic case studies, Educationally
Handicapped pupils were permitted to remain in the
Table 21
Sample Population Comparison Between Low and High
Maximal Reintegration Index Schools on the
Specification of Time with Periodic
Case Studies that Educationally
Handicapped Pupils are Permitted to Remain in the
Educationally Handicapped Program

Haximal
Reintegration
Index
(H. R.I.)

Specification of Time
Permitted to Remain in
the Educationally
Handicapped Program
Total
Definite
Period
of Time

Indefinite
Period
of Time

Low H.R. I.
Schools

2
(15. 4)

(38.5)

7
(53.8)

High M. R.I.
Schools

(7.7)

5
(38.5)

(!~6.

Total

1

3
(23 .1)

Fisher's Exact Test:

5

10
(76. 9)

6
2)

13
(100. 0)

p = .563.

Educationally Handicapped program for an indefinite period
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of time.

Low and high Maximal Reintegration Index

schools were equally divided in reporting that Educationally Handicapped pupils are permitted to remain in
the Educationally Handicapped program for an indefinite
period of time.

The difference between lmv and high

Maximal Reintegration Index schools' specification of
an indefinite or definite time period that Educationally
Handicapped pupils are permitted to remain in the Educationally Handicapped program with periodic case studies
was not statistically significant at the .OS level of
confidence.

Therefore, the null hypothesis was retained.

~ecified

Academic Skills Hypothesis.

There is

no difference between lmtJ and high }faximal Reintegration
Index schools with regard to their specifying or not
specifying the academic skills required to (re)integrate
Educationally Handicapped pupils to the regular classroom
at the initial time of Educationally Handicapped pupils'
placement in the Educationally Handicapped classroom.
The sample population schools' responses to this
(re)integration procedure were identical for the integration and reintegration of Educationally Handicapped
pupils.

Table 22 presents the findings reported by the

sample population schools for both processes.

In total,

----·e-i-:g-h-t----s-amp-:l--e----s-e-aBB-1-s------ct"-e-FG-J;-t-@d-th-a-t-t-he-a-cadeTr.ic__le_v_el__w~,q~s___________

specified at the initial time of Educationally Handicapped
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pupils' placement in the Educationally Handicapped classroom,

This procedure was reported used by the sample

schools for both integrating and reintegrating Educationally Handicappedpupils to the regular classroom.
Table 22
Sample Population Comparison Between Low and High
Maximal Reintegration Index Schools in the
Specification of Academic Skills Noted at
the Initial Time of Placement to Determine Readiness for (Re)Integration
of Educationally Handicapped
Pupils

Haximal
Reintegration
Index

Academic Level Specified
at Initial Time of
Educationally Handicapped
Placement

Total

(M.R. I.)

Used

Not Used

Low M.R. I.
Schools

4
(30. 8)

3
(23.1)

7
(53.8)

High M. R.I.
Schools

4
(30. 8)

2
(15. 4)

6
( 46. 2)

8

5
(38.5)

(100. 0)

Total

(61. 5)

Fisher's Exact Test:

13

p. = .587

The use of this procedure was equally divided between
lo\.J and high Maximal Reintegration Index schools.
dLh~c-rence

The

bet\.veen low and high Maximal Reintegration
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Index schools reported use of specifying an academic
level at the initial time Educationally Handicapped pupil
placement in the Educational Handicapped classroom was
not statistically significant at the .OS level of confidence.

Therefore the null hypothesis was retained.
Academic Skills Tests Hypothesis.

There is no

difference between low and high Maximal Reintegration Index
schools with regard to their use of formal tests measuring
Table 23
Sample Population Comparison Between Low and High
Maximal Reintegration Index Schools in Using
Formal Tests Heasuring Academic Skills to
Make the Decision to Integrate Educacationally Handicapped Pupils

Maximal
Reintegration
Index
(M.R.I,)

Formal Tests Measuring
Academic Skills to Hake
the Integration Decision
Total
Used

Not Used

Low M.R. I.
Schools

3
(23 .1)

(_30.8)

7
(_53.8)

High M.R. I.
Schools

3
(_23 .1)

3
(23.1)

6
(46.2)

6
(46. 2)_

7
(53.8)

(lQO. 0)

Total

Fisher's Exact Tests:

p = .617,

4

13
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academic skills to determine Educationally Handicapped
pupils' readiness for (re)integration.
The sample population schools' responses to
this (re)integration procedure differed for the integration and reintegration of Educationally Handicapped
pupils.

The data are presented in tHo tables.

Table 23

reports the findings for the integration process, and
Table 24 reports the findings for the reintegration
process.

Table 23 indicates that a total of six sample

schools reported using academic skill tests to determine
Educationally Handicapped pupils' readiness for integration.

The use of this procedure for the integration

process was equally divided between low and high Maximal
Reintegration Index schools.

The difference between low

and high Maximal Reintegration Index schools' reported
use of formal tests measuring academic skills for integrating Educationally Handicapped pupils was not statistically significant at the .05 level of confidence,
Therefore, the null hypothesis was retained.
Table 24 indicates that a total of ei8ht sample
schools reported using academic skill tests to determine
Educationally Handicapped pupils readiness for integration.

Four low and four high Haximal Reintegration Index

schools reported using this procedure for reintegration process.
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The difference between lmv and high Maximal Reintegration
Index schools reported use of formal tests measuring academinc skills for the reintegrating of Educationally
Handicapped pupils was not statistically significant at
the .05 level of confidence.

In both instances, the null

hypothesis was retained.
Table 24
Sample Population Comparison Between Low and High
Maximal Reintegration Index Schools in Using
Formal Tests Heasuring Academic Skills for
Making the Decision to Reintegrate
Educationally Handicapped Pupils
Formal Tests Measuring
Academic Skills to Hake
The Reintegration Decision

Haximal
Reintegration
Index

Total

(l1.R.I.)

Used

Not Used

Lm,, H . R. I .
Schools

4
(_30. 8)

3
(23 .1)

7
(53.8)

High M.R.I.
Schools

(_30. 8)

2
(15.4)

6
(46.2)

8
(61.5)

5
(38. 5)

(100. 0)

Total

4

Fisher's Exact Test:

13

p = .587.

Social Skills Tests Hypothesis_.

There is no

difference between low and high Maximal Reintegration
Index schools with regard to their use of formal tests

128
measuring social skills to determine Educationally Handicapped pupils' readiness for (re)integration.
The sample population schools' responses to
this (re)integration procedure was identical for the
integration and reintegration of Educationally Handicapped pupils.

Table 25 presents the data reported

identically by the sample schools for the integration
and reintegration processes. One high Maximal
Table 25
Sample Population Comparison Between Low and High
Maximal Reintegration Index Schools in Using
Formal Tests Measuring Social Skills for
Making the Decision to (Re)Integrate
Educationally Handicapped Pupils

Maximal
Reintegration
Index
(M.R.I.)

Formal Tests }1easuring
Social Skills to Hake
the (Re)Integration
Decision
Total
Used

Not Used

Schools

0
(0. 0}

7
(53.8)

7
(53. 8)

High M.R.I.
Schools

(7. 7)

5
(38.5)

(46.2)

12
(92.3)

13
(100.0)

LOH

M . R . I.

Total

1

1
(7. 7)

6

l~er'~xact--Test~:--~p~~.74o-L-.-------------------------------------------------

Reintegration Index school reported using social skills
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tests to determine Educationally Handicapped pupils'
readiness for integration and reintegration.

The remaining

sample schools reported they did not use this procedure for
either integration or reintegration process.

The differ-

ence between low and high Maximal Reintegration Index
schools' reported use of formal tests measuring social
skills for (re)integration of Educationally Handicapped
pupils was not statistically significant at the .05 level
of confidence.

Therefore. the null hypothesis was retained.

Observational Data Hypothesis.

There is no

difference between low and high Maximal Reintegration
Index schools with regard to their use of observational
data measuTing social skills to determine Educationally
Handicapped pupils' readiness for (re)integration.
The sample population schools' responses to this
(re)integration procedure were identical for the integration and reintegration of Educationally Handicapped
pupils.

Table 26 presents the data reported identically

by the sample schools for the integration and reintegration processes.

A total of twelve sample schools reported

that observational data measuring social skills were used
to determine Educationally Handicapped pupils' readiness
for integration and reintegration to the regular class---~1"-eem-.-en-e----fl-:i:-g-fl--M-a~-:i:-ma-1-R-e-i-l'"i-'be-g-r--a-t;-iell----I-B-cl@X---sGhee-l-~S-pG'l"-t-ed---------

not using this procedure for either the integration or

~

I
1-

l

130
reintegration process.

The difference between low and

high Maximal Reintegration schools' reported use of this
procedure for the (re)integration of Educationally Handii
fl
H

capped pupils was not statistically significant at the

)/

.05 level of confidence.

Therefore the null hypothesis

was retained.
Table 24
Sample Population Comparison Between Low and High
Maximal Reintegration Index Schools in Using
Observational Data Measuring Social Skills
for Making the Decision to (Re)Integrate
Educationally Handicapped Pupils

Maximal
Reintegration
Index

Observational Data
Measuring Social Skills
to Make the
(Re)Integration Decision

Total

(M. R.I.)

Used

Not Used

Low M.R. I.
Schools

7
(53.8)

(0. 0)

High H.R. I.
Schools

5
(38. 5)

Total

12
(92. 3)

Fisher's Exact Test:

p = .462.

0

7
(53. 8)

1
(7. 7)

6
(46. 2)

1
(}. 7)

13
(100.0)
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(Re)Integration Placement Criteria Hypothesis.
There is no difference between low and high Maximal
Reintegration Index schools with regard to (re)integration grade level placement criteria based either on
chronological ages of the Educationally Handicapped
pupils or total number of years Educationally Handicapped
pupils were enrolled in the school program.
This hypothesis was divided into two subhypotheses.
The two subhypotheses describe the two components of the
(re)integration placement criteria used in the general
hypothesis.

The first subhypothesis investigates (re)in-

tegration placement criterion with respect to the chronological ages of Educationally Handicapped pupils.

The

second subhypothesis investigates the (re)integration
placement criterion with respect to the total number of
years Educationally Handicapped pupils were enrolled in
the school program.
Subhypothesis 1.

There is no difference between

low and high Maximal Reintegration Index schools with
regard to a (re)integration placement criterion that was
based on the chronological ages of Educationally Handicapped pupils.
The sample population schools' responses to this
Er-e-1-i:rJ.-c-eg*a-t--iGn--Pro_cedure were identical for the integration and reintegration of Educationally Handicapped pupils.
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Table 27 presents the data reported identically for the
integration and reintegration processes.

In total, ten

sample schools reported that a selection of a level in
the regular classroom was based on the chronological ages
of Educationally Handicapped pupils.

This selection

criterion was reported identically for both the integration
Table 27
Sample Population Comparison Between Low and High
Maximal Reintegration Index Schools Using a
Classroom Level in Regular Program Based
on Pupil Age for (Re)Integrating
Educationally Handicapped
Pupils

Haximal
Reintegration
Index
(H.R. I.)

Selection of Regular
Class Level to (Re)Integrate Educationally
Handicapped Pupil

Total

Based
on Age

Not Based
on Age

Low M.R.I.
Schools

4
(30.8)

3
(23.1)

7
(53.8)

High M.R.I.
Schools

6
(46. 2)

0
(0. 0)

6
(!+6.2)

10
(76.9)

3
(23. 1)

13
(100. 0)

Total

Fisher's Exact Test:

~

~

p = .122.

and reintegration processes.

Three low Maximal Reintegration
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Index schools did not use a grade level placement criterion
in the regular classroom that was based on the chronological ages of Educationally Handicapped pupils for
either process.

The difference between low and high

Maximal Reintegration Index schools reported use of
this grade level placement criterion forthe integration
and reintegration of Educationally Handicapped pupils was
not statistically significant at the .05 level of confidence.

Therefore 1 the null hypothesis was retained.
Subhypothesis 2.

There is no difference between

low and high Haximal Reintegration Index schools with
regard to a grade level placement criterion in the regular
classroom that was based on the total number of years
Educationally Handicapped pupils were enrolled in the
school program.
The sample population schools' responses to this
(re)integration procedure were identical for the integration and reintegration of Educationally Handicapped pupils.
Table 28 presents the data reported identically for the
integration and reintegration processes.

In total, ten

sample schools reported that the selection of a grade
level placement in the regular classroom was based on
the total number of years Educationally Handicapped
---~pup-i-1-s-we-Fe-en~e-1-bed-i-R-t-hS-----£-G-h0-0-1-P-rogram-._This____s_cl-'-ec'-c._,_t._..i~o'""n.,____________

criterion was reported identically for both the integration
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and reintegration processes.

Three low Maximal Reinte-

gration Index schools did not use a grade level placement
criterion for choosing a level in the regular classroom
that was based on the total number of years Educationally
Handicapped pupils were enrolled in the school program
for either the integration or reintegration processes.
The difference between low and high Maximal Reintegration
Index schools reported use of this grade level placement
Table 28
Sample Population Comparison Between Low and High
Maximal Reintegration Index Schools Using a
Classroom Level in Regular Program Based
on Years in School for (Re)Integrating
Educationally Handicapped Pupils

Maximal
Reint.egration
Index
(M.R.I.)

Selection of Regular
Class Level to (Re)Integrate Educationally Handicapped Pupils

Total

Based on
Years in
School

Not Based
on Years
in School

Low M. R.I.
Schools

4
(30. 8)

3
(23 .1)

7
(53. 8)

High l1.R.I.
Schools

6
(46. 2)

co. 0)

0

6
(46.2)

3
(23 .1)

13
(100. 0)

Total

10
(76.9)

Fisher's Exact Test:

p = ,122.
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criterion forthe integration and reintegration of Educationally Handicapped pupils was not statistically significant at the .05 level of confidence.

Therefor~

the

null hypothesis \.Vas retained.
Specification as to Limit of Educationally
Handicapped Pupils Hypothesis.

There is no difference

between low and high Maximal Reintegration Index schools
with regard to their specifying or not specifying a limit
to the number of Educationally Handicapped pupils that
can be (re)integrated to the regular classroom.
The sample population schools' responses to this
(re)integration procedure differed for the integration and
reintegration of Educationally Handicapped pupils.

Table

29 reports the findings as to whether a limit was specified
with respect to the number of Educationally Handicapped
pupils that could be recommended for integration.

Table

30 reports the findings as to \vhether a limit was specified
with respect to the number of Educationally Handicapped
pupils that could be recommended to be reintegrated.
Table 29 indicates five sample schools reported that there
was a specific limit to the number of Educationally Handicapped pupils that could be recommended for integration
into th_e regular classroom.

Eight sample schools report

----t-1-L-a~t-t-hg_r-e--w-&-£-Il-O-limit-to-the___numb_er__o_f__E,_,_,d._._.u"""c""a.._..t_
__.i'"'"o"-'n~a""'l...._l""'y
1_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __

lfandicapped pupils that could be reconnnended for integration.
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Table 29
Sample Population Comparison Between Low and High
Maximal Reintegration Index Schools Using a
Specific Limit to the Number of Educationally Handicapped Pupils Recommended to
be Integrated

Haximal
Reintegration
Index
(M.R. I.)

Number of Educationally
Handicapped Pupils Recommended to be Integrated
Total
Limited
to a
Specific
Number

Not Limited
to a
Specific
Number

Low H.R.I.
Schools

3
(23.1)

4
(30. 8)

7
(53. 8)

High H.R. I.
Schools

2

(15.4)

4
(30. 8)

(l~6.

5
(38.5)

8
(61. 5)

Total

Fisher's Exact Test:

6
2)

13
(100.0)
-

p = .587.

The difference between low and high Haximal Reintegration
Index schools in their specifying or not specifying a
limit to the number of Educationally Handicapped pupils
that could be reconmeded for integration was not statistically significant at the .05 level of confidence.
Table 30 indicates that three sample population
schools reported that there was a specific limit to the
number of Educationally Handicapped pupils that could be
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Table 30
Sample Population Comparison Between Low and High
Maximal Reintegration Index Schools Using a
Specific Limit to the Nwnber of Educationally Handicapped Pupils Recommenaed
to be Reintegrated
Number of Educationally
Handicapped Pupils Recommended to be Reintegrated

Haximal
Reintegration
Index

Total
Limited
to a
Specific
Number

(H. R.I.)

Low M.R. I.
Schools

2
(15.4)

High M.R. I.
Schools
Total

Not Limited
to a
Specific
Number

7

5
(38. 5)

(53.8)

(7. 7)

5
(38.5)

6
(46.2)

3
(23. 1)

10
(76.9)

(100.0)

1

Fisher's Exact Test:

13

p = .563.

recommended for reintegration to the regular classroom
program.

Ten sample schools reported that there was no

limit to the number of Educationally Handicapped pupils
that could be recommended for reintegration.

The difference

between low and high Maximal Reintegration Index schools in
their specifying or not specifying a limit to the number
of EducationalLy Handlcapped puplls-Lnat

coula-bne-rr~e~c~o~m~-~---------------------

mended for reintegration was not statistically significant
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at the .05 level of confidence.
In both instances, the null hypothesis was
retained.
Mathematical Performance Hypothesis.

There is

no difference between low and high Maximal Reintegration
Table 31
Sample Population Comparison Between Low and High
Maximal Reintegration Index Schools Using Hathematic Achievement Performance Within a
Two-year Span of the Regular Classroom Level for (Re)Integrating
Educationally Handicapped
Pupils

Haximal
Reintegration
Index
(H. R.I.)

Demonstrated JI'Ia thematic
Achievement Level in
Relation to the Regular
Classroom Level
Total
Performance
~.J'i thin

Tvm

Year
Achievement
Level

Performance
Not Within
Two-Year
Achievement
Level
1

Low M.R. I.
Schools

6
(_46. 2)

(7. 7)

7
(53.8)

High M.R.I.
Schools

6
(46. 2)

0
(0.0)

6
(46. 2)

Total

12

1

(92.3)

Fisher's Exact Test:

p - .538.

(7. 7)

13
(100.0)
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Index schools with regard to their use of Educationally
Handicapped pupils' mathematics performance level that
is within a t\vo-year achievement span of the regular
classroom level as a criterion to determine Educationally Handicapped pupils' readiness for (re)integration.
The sample population schools' responses to the
(re)integration procedure were identical for the integration and reintegration of Educationally Handicapped
pupils.

Table 31 presents the data reported identically

by the sample schools for both the integration and reintegration processes. In total, twelve sample schools reported
that Educationally Handicapped pupils' mathematic performance ·1;.1as to be within a two-year achievement span
of the level in the regular classroom in order to determine pupils' readiness for (re) integration.

One sample

school reported that this (re)integration procedure was
not used.

A statistical comparison was made between

the reported use of this procedure and the designated
(re)integration levels of the sample schools.

Table

31 indicates that six low and six high Maximal Reinte-

gration Index schools reported using this procedure.
The differ:ence betv.reen low and high Haximal Reintegration
Index schools with regard to their use of this performance
criterion for (re) integrating Educationally Handicapped
pupils was not statistically significant at the .05 level
of confidence.

Therefore, the null hypothesis was retained.
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Reading Performance Hypothesis.

There is no

difference between low and high Maximal Reintegration
Index schools with regard to their use of Educationally
Handicapped pupils' reading performance level that is
within a two-year achievement span of the regular classroom level as a criterion to determine Educationally
Handicapped pupils' readiness for (re)integration.
The sample population schools' responses to
the (re)integration procedure were identical for the
integration and reintegration of Educationally Handicapped pupils.

Table 32 presents the data reported

identically by the sample schools for both integration
and reintegration processes. In total, twelve sample
schools reported that Educationally Handicapped pupils'
reading performance was to be within a two-year achievement span of the level in the regular classroom in
order to determine pupils' readiness for (re)integration.
One sample school reported that this (re)integration
procedure \vas not used.

A statist:ic;:,l comparison was

made between the reported use of thi3 procedure and
the designated (re)integration levels of the sample
schools.

Table 32 indicates that six low and six high

}faximal Reintegration Index schools reported using this
procedure.

The difference bet\veen lmv and high Haximal

Reintegration Index schools with regard to their use of
this performance criterion for (re) integra ti_ng Education-
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ally Handicapped pupils was not statistically significant
at the .05 level of confidence.

Therefore, the null

hypothesis was retained.
Table 32
Sample Population Comparision Between Low and High
Maximal Reintegration Index Schools in Using
Reading Achievement Performance Within a
Two-year Span of the Regular Classroom Level for (Re)Integrating
Educationally Handicapped
Pupils
Demonstrated Reading
Achievement in Relation to
Regular Classroom Level

Maximal
Reintegration
Index
(M. R.I.)

Total
Performance
Hithin TwoYear
Achievment
Level

Low M. R.I.
Schools

6
(46. 2)

High M. R.I.
Schools

7
(53. 8)

(46.2)

0
(0.0)

6
(46.2)

12
(92. 3)

(7. 7}

Fisher's Exact Test:
~elling
---~di-f-ference

1
(7. 7)

6

Total

Performance
Not Within
Two-Year
Achievement
Level

1

13
(100.0)

p = .538.

Performance Hypothesis.

There is no

between low and----n±glTI1aximal----Reintegra t~on

Index schools with regard to their use of Educationally
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Handicapped pupils' spelling performance level that is
within a two-year achievement span of the regular classroom level as a criterion to determine Educationally
Handicapped pupils' readiness for (re)integration.
The sample population schools' responses to the
(re)integration procedure were identical for the integration and reintegration of Educationally Handicapped
pupils.

Table 33 presents the data reported identically

for both integration and reintegration.

In total,

twelve sample schools reported that Educationally Handicapped pupils' spelling performance was to be within a
t"~;vo-year

achievement span of the level in the regular

classroom in order to determine pupils' readiness for
(_re)integration.

One sample school reported that this

(re) integ·ration procedure was not used.

A statistical

comparison was made between the reported use of this
procedure and the designated (re)integration levels of the
sample schools.

Table 33 indicates that six low and six

high Maximal Reintegration Index schools reported using
this procedure.

The difference between low and high

Maximal Reintegration Index schools with regard to their
use of this performance criteria for (re)integrating
Educationally Handicapped pupils was not statistically
significant at the .OS level of confidence.
the null hypothesis was retained.

Therefore,

I
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Table 33
Sample Population Comparison Between Low and High
Maximal Reintegration Index Schools in Using
Spelling Achievement Performance Within
a Two-year Span of the Regular Classroom Level for (Re)Integrating
Educationally Handicapped
Pupils

Maximal
Reintegration
Index
(N.R.I.)

Demonstrated Spelling
Achievement in Relation
to Regular Classroom
Level
Total
Performance
Within TwoYear
Achievement
Level

Performance
Not Within
Two-Year
Achievement
Level

Schools

5
(38. 5)

2
(15. 4)

7
(53. 8)

High M.R.I.
Schools

6
(46. 2)

0
(0. 0)

(46.2)

11
(84. 6)

2
(15. 4)

(100.0)

Lov1 M. R.I.

Total

Fisher's Exact Test:

6

13

p - ,269.

!!YE..o theses Summary
The findings of these hypotheses suggest that the
selection of (re)integration procedures for Educationally
Handiapped pupils do not statistically differ at the
aeslgnated-----revel betv1een low and high Naximal Reintegration
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Index schools in the sample population.

In each instance,

the null hypothesis was retained.
Item Analysis of the (Re)Integration Procedures
An item analysis was made of each of the fifteen
major (re)integration procedures selected by the teachers
of the Educationally Handicapped in the sample population
schools.

This analysis was reported as total incidence

of use in the sample population schools
gration procedure.

No statistical

for each

comp~rison

(re) inte-

was made

with these subitems as the indicated choices related
only to use or selection of a specific (re)integration
procedure.

An item was counted as used in a sample

population school if either teachers of the Educationally
Handicapped reported it as being used in that school.
Gradual Extension of Time Analysis.

An item

analysis was made of the time periods that Educationally
Handicapped pupils were permitted to remain in the
regular classrooms as reported by the teachers of the
Educationally Handicapped in the sample schools (more
than one selection v7as applicable):

(a) teachers in

nine schools reported that this period of time was one
hour; (b) a teacher in one school reported that this
_____pEiiud-o£~-b~€-Wfr~~o~hours; ana-(c:) a teacher in one
school reported that this period of time \vas three hours.

14L~

The data were combined and presented in Table 12.
Eleven schools, or 84.6 percent of the sample population,
reported using gradual extension of time for (re)integrating Educationally Handicapped pupils to the regular
classroom.

Two schools, or 15.4 percent of the sample

population did not use this procedure for either process,
integration or reintegration.
Subject Areas Not Requiring Demonstration of
Academic Skills Analysis.

An item analysis was made of

the selections of specific nonacademic subject areas
used to (re)integrate Educationally Handicapped pupils
as reported by the teachers of the Educationally Handicapped in the sample schools (more than one selection
\·ms applicable):

(_a) teachers in twelve schools reported

using physical education classes; (b) teachers ir.. eight
of twelve schools reported using drama classes;

(~)

teachers in seven of the twelve schools reported using
music ans art classes; and (d) a teacher in one school
reported using other nonacademic subject areas.
Twelve schools, or 92.3 percent of the sample
population, reported using subject areas not requiring
formal demonstration of academic skills (i.e., art, music,
etc.) for (re)integrating Educationally Handicapped pupils
to the regular classroom.

One school, or

7~·~p~e~r~c~e~n~tc-------------------------

of the sample population, did not use this procedure.
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§ubject Areas Requiring Demonstration of Academic
Skills Analysis.

An item analysis was made of selections

of specific academic subject areas used to (re)integrate
Educationally Handicapped pupils as reported by the
teachers of the Educationally Handicapped in the sample
schools (more than one selection was applicable) :

(a)

teachers in eight schools reported using social studies,
Inathematics, and reading classes; (b) teachers in seven
of the eight schools reported using language art classes;
(c) teachers in four of the eight schools reported using
science classes; (d) teachers in two of the eight schools
reported using spelling classes; and (e) a teacher in
one school reported using other academic subject areas.
Five schools, or 38.5 percent of the sample
population, reported using subject areas requiring formal
demonstration of academic skills (language arts, mathematics, etc.) for integrating Educationally Handicapped
pupils.

Eight schools, or 61.5 percent of the sample

population, reported using this procedure of reintegrating Educationally Handicapped pupils.
Reintegration Team Analysis.
~vas

An item analysis

made of the membership of the reintegration team.

The following personnel were selected by the teachers
----'G-f-th-e-Enucationall~___Handi_eap_ped

in the sample schools

(more than one selection was applicable):

(a) teachers
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in twelve schools reported that this team included
teachers of the Educationally Handicapped, regular
classroom teachers, and school psychologists; (b) teachers
in ten of the twelve schools reported that school principals were reintegration team members; (c) teachers in
five of the twelve schools reported that parents of
Educationally Handicapped pupils were reintegration team
members; and (d) teachers in two of the twelve schools
reported that other auxiliary personnel (nurses, etc.)
were members of the reintegration team.
Seven schools, or 53.8 percent of the sample
population, reported using a reintegration team formed
at the school level for integrating Educationally Handicapped pupils.

As reported, four schools, or 30.8 percent

of the sample population, reported using a reintegration
team f~rmed at the district level for this purpose.
Eight schools, or 61.5 percent of the sample population,
reported using a reintegration team formed at the school
level for reintegrating Educationally Handicapped pupils.
All the schools in the sample reported using a reintegration team formed at the district level for reintegrating Educationally Handicapped pupils to the regular
classroom.
Sped_fied Period of Time in Educationally Handicapped Classroom Analysis.

An item analysis was made of

the specific period of time reported by teachers of the
Educationally Handicapped in the sample schools that their
pupils were permitted to remain in a specific Educationally Handicapped classroom:

(a) teachers in six schools

reported that this period of time was two years; (b)
teachers in two schools reported that this period of
time was one year or less; and (c) teachers in two
schools reported that this period of time was three
years.
Ten schools, or 76.9 perceet of the sample population, reported that a time period was specified in
terms of the number of years that Educationally Handicapped pupils v1ere permitted to remain in a specific
Educationally Handicapped classroom.

Three schools, or

23.1 percent of the sample population, reported that no
time period was specified as to the length of time Educationally Handicapped pupils were permitted to remain in
a specific Educationally Handicapped classroom.
~ecified

Period of Time in

Fandicanned Program.

Educational~

An item analysis was made of the

specific period of time reported by the teachers of the
Educationally Handicapped in the sample schools that their
pupils were permitted to remain in the Educationally
----H-an-d-±-c-app-e-d-p-r-og-r-am-:-Ea-1------a-t-e-ne-fl-e-F-i:I'l.-ene---s-e-fle·e-1-Fe-~e-r--t.e-G-----------
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that this period of time was one year or less; (b) a
teacher in one school reported that this period of time
was two years; and (c) a teacher in one school reported
that this period of time was three years.
Three schools, or 23.1 percent of the sample
population, reported that a definite period of time
was specified as to the number of years that Educationally
Handicapped pupils were permitted to remain in the Educationally Handicapped program.

Ten schools, or 76.9

percent of the sample population, reported that Educationally Handicapped pupils were permitted to remain in
the Ed.u.cat:ionally Handicapped program for an unspecified
period of time.
Specified Academic Skills Analysis.

An item

analysis was made of the time period within which the
teachers of the Educationally Handicapped in the sample
schools reported a specified desired academic level to
determine (re) integration:

(a) teachers in £our schools

reported that this period of time was within sixty or
ninety days after initial pupil placement in the Educationally Handicapped program; (b) teachers in four schools
reported that this period of time was over ninety days
after initial pupil placement in the Educationally Handi-------=c~a~ped prog~am~·--------------------------------------------------------------------
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Eight schools, or 61.5 percent of the sample population, reported that the academic level desired for
(re)integration was specified at the time of placement
in the Educationally Handicapped program.

Five schools,

or 38.5 percent of the sample population, did not use
this procedure.
Academic Skills Tests Analysis.

An item analysis

was made of the type of academic tests selected by the
teachers of the Educationally Handicapped in the sample
schools to make the (re)integration decision:

(a)

teachers in four schools reported using individually
administered tests; and (b) teachers in two schools reported
using standardized group tests.
Six schools, or 46.2 percent of the sample population, reported using formal tests measuring academic
skills to make the decision to integrate Educationally
Handicapped pupils.

As reported, eight schools, or 61.5

percent of the sample population, reported using this
procedure for making the reintegration decision.
Social Skills Tests Analysis.

An item analysis

was made of the types of social skills tests reported
by the teachers of the Educationally Handicapped in the
sample schools to make the (re)integration decision:
(a) a teacher in one school reported using standardized
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group tests.
One school in the sample population reported
using standardized tests measuring social skills to make
the decision to (re) integrate the Educationally Handicapped pupils to the regular classroom.
Observational Data Analysis.

An item analysis

was made as to the sources of the observational data
used to make the (re)integration decision.

The following

personnel were reported by the teachers of the Educationally Handicapped in the sample schools as providing
observational data (more than.one selection was applicable):

(a) teachers in twelve schools reported using

observations from teachers of Educationally Handicapped
pupils and school psychologists; (b) teachers in eleven
of the twelve schools reported using observations from
school principals and parents of Educationally Handicapped pupils; (c) teachers in eight of the twelve
schools reported using observations from other aQxiliary
personnel (nurses, etc.); and (d) teachers in five of
the twelve schools reported using observations gathered
from other sources.
Tvvelve schools, or 92.3 percent of the sample
population, reported using observational data measuring
u-c±-a-1-s-ld-1-1-s-te-nla-ke-t-ae-aee--i-s-iGn-t;G-(-L"-e-}-i-n_tegr_a_te______________
Educationally Handicapped pupils to the regular classroom.
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(Re)Integration Placement
item analysis

~vas

Crit~ria

Analysis.

An

made of the criteria used to describe

the classroom level in the regular program selected for
(re)integrating Educationally Handicapped pupils as
reported by the teachers of the Educationally Handicapped in the sample schools:

(a)

teachers in ten

schools reported that the regular classroom level was
based on both the chronological ages and the number
of years the Educationally Handicapped pupils were
enrolled in school.
Ten schools, or 76.9 percent of the sample population, reported using a criterion based on the chronological ages of the Educationally Handicapped pupils.
Ten schools also reported using a criterion based on the
number of years that Educationally Handicapped pupils
were enrolled in the school.
~ecification

as to Limit of Educationally

Handicapped pupils Analysis.

An item analysis was made

as to the maximum number of Educationally Handicapped
pupils that could be recommended for (re) integration
as reported by teachers of the Educationally Handicapped
in the sample schools:

(a) teachers in two schools reported

that two Educationally Handicapped pupils were the maximum
-------numh~r--that-could_b~~commended

for (re)integration;

and (b) teachers in one school reported that three
Educationally Handicapped pupils were the maximum number
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that could be recommended for (re)integration.
Five schools, or 38.5 percent of the sample
population, reported a specific limit to the number of
Educationally Handicapped pupils recommended to be integrated to the regular classroom.

Three schools, or 23.1

percent of the sample population reported that there \vas
a specific limit to the number of Educationally Handicapped pupils recommended to be reintegrated.
Mathematic Performance Analysis.

An item analysis

\vas made of the mathematic performance criteria used by
teachers of the Educationally Handicapped in the sample
schools to determine Educationally Handicapped pupils'
-.readiness for (re) integration:

(a)

teachers in two schools

reported that the Educationally Handicapped pupils' mathematic performance was to be one grade above the

level~

of

the regular classrooms in which these pupils were (re)integrated; and (b) teachers in ten sample schools reported that
the Educationally Handicapped pupils' arithmetic performance
was to be the same as the levels of the regular classroom
in T..vhich these pupils were (re) integrated.
Twelve schools, or 92.3 percent of the sample
population, reported using achievement performance in mathematics within a two-year achievement span (one grade level
- - - - b e l-G-vl-t-G-Gng___g-:::--a-de-le¥-el_ahoxe_)___of____the___r_eg_,_.uJ..lc<.<au.r~c__,l'"-"a..,_.s,_.s~r.,_.o""o""m"'--___________

level to determine readiness for (re)integration of
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Educationally Handicapped pupils to the regular classroom.
Reading Performance Analysis.

An item analysis

was made of the reading performance criteria used by the
teachers of the Educationally Handicapped in the sample
schools in order to determine Educationally Handicapped
pupils' readiness for (re)integration:

(a)

teachers in

two schools reported that the Educationally Handicapped
pupils' reading performance was to be one grade above
the levels of the regular classrooms in which these pupils
were (re)integrated; and (b) teachers in ten schools
reported that the Educationally Handicapped pupils'
reading performance was to be the same as the levels of
the regular classrooms in which these pupils were (re)integrated.
Twelve schools, or 92.3 percent of the sample
population, reported using achievement performance in
reading within a two-year span (one grade level below to
one grade level above) of the regular classroom level to
determine readiness for (re) integration of Educationally
Handicapped pupils to the regular classroom.
~elling

Performance Analysis.

was made of the spelling

per~ormance

An item analysis

criteria used by

teachers of the Educationally Handicapped in the sample
schools to determine Educationally Handicapped pupils'
readiness for (re)integration:

(a) teachers in nine
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sample schools reported that the Educationally Handicapped
pupils' spelling performance was to be the same as the
levels of the regular classrooms in which these pupils were
(re)integrated; and (b) teachers in two sample schools
reported that the Educationally Handicapped pupils' expected
spelling performance was to be one grade above the levels of
the regular classrooms in which these pupils were (re) inte·grated.
Eleven schools, or 84.6 percent of the sample population, reported using ac-ievement performance in spelling
within a two-year achievement span (oen grade level below
to one grade level above) of the regular classroom level
to determine readiness for (re)integration of Educationally
Handicapped pupils to the regular classroom.
Section I I I Summary
The findings of this section indicated that there
was no relationship between the selections of (re)integration procedures used to (re)integrate Educationally Handicapped pupils and the designated (re)integration levels of
the sample population schools.
An item analysis was made of the fifteen major
(re)integration procedures selected by teachers of Educationally Handicapped pupils in the sample schools.
ana 1y sis was

The

I ~~-d-a-s-i--ne-i--d:e-n-ee-ef-u-s-e-fer------t-h@----t--G-ta.-l-----------

sample population schools.
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DISCUSSION OF THE STUDY'S FINDINGS
The findings of this study indicated that organizational typology of schools was not significantly related to
the program goals of integration and reintegration for the
Educationally Handicapped program.

This finding may be

explained by a dual interpretation of the data.

An examina-

tion of the aggregate of variables that comprised the organizational factors measured in this study were the organizational climate of the school, the leader dimensions of the
school administration, the communication network of the
school, and the teachers' self-perceptions of motivation
toward work.

Conceptually, it \vas believed that any or all

of these organizational factors would have a direct affect
on specific educational outcomes or objectives.

The negli-

gible statistical results between the nineteen organizational variables and the integration/reintegration measure
did not support this hypothesis.

Therefore, it was con-

cluded that the interrelationship between organizational
factors and the integration/reintegration process was more
complex than a correlative relationship. The research find1
.
ings of Acock and DeFleur suggested that measurement of
situational influence alone does not adequately predict
1
figurational Approach to Contingent Consistency in the
AttitnC:e-Beha.vior Relationship,'' American Soc~cal
~evie\~ (December 1972), Vol. 37, No. 6, p. 725.

- - - - - - - - - - =--A l-l-an-8--;-------Aee-e-k----a-nd---11e-l-v-:i:t9.-h-;-----Be-F-l-e1i-r--,--'-!-A-Gen---------------
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overt behavior.

Weiner was not able to predict innovation

in schools from the measurement of the schools organizational climate and leadership dimensions. 2 Further exploratory research in this area may provide new insights on
the complex dynamics of organizational influence on
specific educational outcomes,
The negligible statistical findings between organizational typology and the levels of integration/reintegration of Educationally Handicapped pupils may have an alternate explanation.

This result may be explained by the

limited number of organizational typologies found in the
sample population schools.

All sample population schools

exhibited either a System 2 or a System 3 organizational
typology (_refer to Appendix B).

The typical sample popu-

lation school exhibited a System 3 organizational pattern.
Only three sample population schools fell in a System 2
typology.

The homogeneity of organizational patterns found

in the total sample population may account for that lack of
statistical significance between the organizational typology
measure arid the integration/reintegration measure.
Of particular interest was the finding that a wide
majority of the sample population schools exhibited a
?

~William

Weiner, "Selected Perceptions and Compatibilltles of Personnel in ~~~±~e~e~~~~~~~~~~~~~
Schools'' (unpublished Doctor's dissertation, Syracuse
University, 1972).
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System 3 organizational pattern.

This organizational

typology was authoritarian and traditionally oriented. 3
The finding, coupled with the average amount of integration/reintegration experienced by Educationally Handicapped pupils in the sample population schools (less
than one Educationally Handicapped pupils per classroom
was experiencing complete integration or reintegration),
suggested an inferential conclusion.

That is, the

organization structure of a System 3 school does not
maximally promote returning Educationally Handicapped
pupils to the regular classroom.

Subsequent research

measuring the effects of other organizational typologies,
particularly System 1 and 4, would augment this conclusion.
A second finding of this study was a positive
relationship existed between total years of teaching
experience for teachers of the Educationally Handicapped
and the integration/reintegration level for Educationally
Handicapped pupils.

The logical explanation of this

finding was that length of teaching service was positively
linked to teaching competencies in the sample population
schools.

It is possible the teachers of the Educationally

Handicapped with greater teaching experience were more
3 Rensis Likert, The Likert Profile of a School:
_______M~~a~n~u~a~~~~flle.sLLonnair£_llae__(Ann Arbor, Michig~a~n~·-----------------------------
Rensis Likert Associates, 1972), Appendix A-2, p. 3.
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competent; thus, these teachers returned more Educationally
Handicapped pupils to the regular classroom than less
experienced teachers.
An alternate explanation of this finding was
suggested in the conclusions of a study conducted by
Moeller and Charters.

l~

This study investigated length

of teaching service as a variable related to sense of power
in a school.

Their reasoning was that teachers who remain

in the teaching system for extensive periods of time would
find themselves favorably positioned in the informal and/or
formal power structure of a school.

Length of teaching

service was expected to operate in two ways to affect sense
of power:

first, it would directly enhance the teachers'

feelings of capability to influence affairs of the school;
and, second, it would expose the teacher longer to the
influe·nce of the organizational environment.

Their find-

ings concluded that "length of teaching service was
closely related to sense of power in a school." 5
The Teacher Characteristics Study provided
indirect corroborative research to support this explanation.
4 cerald H. Hoeller and W. \tJ. Charters, "Relation
of Bureaucratization to Sense of Power Among Teachers,"
cited in Fred D. Carver and Thomas J. Sergiovanni (ed.),
Organizations and Human Behaviors: Focus on Schools (New
York: McGr~w-Hill, 1969), pp. 235-48.
§Ibid., pp. 244-45.

I
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1

I
l

A conclusion of this study was that length of teaching
experience was positively associated with traditionalism
in educational outlook. 6 As noted, the organizational
typology of all the sample population schools was in a
traditionally oriented authoritarian structure, a System
2 or System 3 typology.

The intraorganizational work

group or teaching staff in a System 2 or System 3
typology will exhibit traditional line and staff relationships and informational exchange based on a man-to-man
interchange. 7 Due to the traditional-authoritarian
nature of this group structure, 8 length of teaching
experience was vie\ved by its members as valuable or
influential.

In the sample population, the teachers of

the Educationally Handicapped with the greatest length of
teaching service were possible viewed by their regular
classroom collegues and the school administration as having
more influence or power in a school than the
with less lengthy teaching service,

teachers

Therefore, the

teachers of the Educationally Handicapped with the greatest

6J. W. Getzels and P. W. Jackson, "The Teacher's
Personality and Characteristics," citing the D. G. Ryans
Characteristics of Teachers, \.Jashington, D.C. , American
Council on Eerucatlon, 1960, p. 388, cited in N. L. Gage
((~d.), Handbook of Research on Teaching (Chicago:
Rand
McNally & Co., 1963), p. 568.
- - - - - - - - - ' - -7'ti--ke-rt-P-ro--f-i-1-e-of-a---8-e-hee--1----,-}ee-.-e-i-~~.-----------------

8Ibid.

II
'i
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length of teaching experience had less difficulty in
persuading or influencing other teaching staff members
to accept or provide integration experience for Educationally Handicapped pupils to the regular classroom.
The interpretation of the data may be equally
applicable to the greater number of reintegration recommendations submitted by the more experienced teachers
of the Educationally Handicapped.

The recommendations

for reintegration possibly had more importance or significance when submitted by the teachers of the Educationally Handicapped with more experience within this
traditional-authoritarian organizational structure.
Therefore, a larger number of Educationally Handiapped
pupils

~vas

recommended for reintegration by the more

experienced teachers in this educational environment.
The third major finding of this study was that no
difference existed between schools designated as low and
high (re)integration level schools and the selection of
procedures/criteria used to return Educationally Handicapped pupils to the regular classroom.

A high degree

of agreement was reported among the sample population
schools in the selection of Educationally Handicapped
(re)integration procedure/criteria.

More than 70 percent

of the sample population schools re_Qorted uti-1--i__z-i-ag-t-h-e
following general procedures for the Educationally
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Handicapped (re)integration process.
1.

Gradually extending the time that Education-

ally Handicapped pupils participated in the regular
classroom.
2.

Selecting

~he

initial regular classroom place-

ment in nonacademic subject areas.
3.

Using a district level reintegration team to

determine readiness for reintegration.
4.

Specifying the amount of time that educationally

Handicapped pupils 'tvere permitted to remain in an Educationally Handicapped classroom.
5.

Using observational data measuring social

skills to determine readiness for integration and
reintegration.
6.

Using Educationally Handicapped pupils' achieve-

ment levels in mathematics, reading, and spelling the fell
within a two-year span of the regular classroom to
determine readiness for integration and reintegration.
Three Educationally Handicapped (re)integration
procedures were reported as not used by more than 75 percent
of the sample population schools.

The following procedures

not selected as descriptive of the Educationally Handicapped
(re)integiation process were:
1,

Specifying the amount of time that E n u c a - = - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

tionally Handicappped pupils were permitted to remain

162
in the Educationally Handicapped program.
2.

Using formal tests measuring social skills

to determine readiness for integration and reintegration.
3.

Specifying a limit to the number of Educa-

tionally Handicapped pupils recommended for reintegration.
The remaining Educationally Handicapped (re)integration procedures were selected by less than 70 percent
of the sample population schools.
Th~

high percentage of agreement reported by the

sample population schools in selecting the

first six

procedures indicated these procedures were generally
desc~iptive

of the Educationally Handicapped (re)inte-

gration process for the total sample population.
The similariarity of the sample schools' responses
in describing what was or was not a characteristic of the
Educationally Handicapped (re) integration process may be
explained by the fact that all the sample population
schools were within a single unified school district.
Although no written or formalized district policies
existed regarding Educationally Handicapped (re)integration procedures, accountability to a single administrative structure may have influenced the selection of
Educationally Handicapped (re)integration methodology.
---------~~~~~~-

Hiner noted that school

district_s~de--ve-1-eped----r-ewarG.

value structures that influence the behavior of its

and
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members without the members being aware of this organi-

.
1 pressure. 9
zatlona
In summary, the measurement of organizational
factors existing within schools provided a diagnostic
basis for directing planning and research strategies.
The findings derived from this study provide an empirical
basis for exploratory research in defining an efficacious
school model to serve Educationally Handicapped pupils.
Chapter SummaEY_
This chapter presented summary findings on the
organizational typology of thirteen sample population
schools and the integration/reintegration levels of 214
Educationally Handicapped pupils enrolled in these schools.
Pearson product-moment correlation coefficients were
computed between nineteen organizational variables
measured by the Profile of a School and the Maximal
Reintegration Index computed from the Educationally Handicagped Reintegration Survev.

No statistically significant

reltionship was established at the designated level of
of confidence betwee.n the organizational typology and the
Maximal Reintegration Index in the sample population
9 John B. Miner, The School Administrator_.;anQ--------------Organizationa~l Chara-G--t-e-i=tE-ugene, Oregon:
The Center
~vanced Study of Educational Administration,
University of Oregon, 1967), p. 86.
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schools.

In each instance, the null hypothesis was

retained.
Auxiliary variables were correlated with the
Maximal Reintegration Index.

Statistical significance

at the .01 level of confidence was established between
teachers of the Educationally Handicapped total years
of teaching experience and the Maximal Reintegration Index
in the sample population schools.

No statistically signi-

ficant relationship at the designated level of confidence
was established for the remaining auxiliary variables and
the Maximal Reintegration Index.
A secondary investigation divided the sample population schools into lovl and high Haximal Reintegration Index
schools.

The Fisher's Exact Test compared these two

sample groups on the selections of procedure/criteria
used to (re)integrate Educationally Handicapped pupils
to the regular classroom program.

Low and high Maximal

Reintegration Index schools did not statistically differ
on the selections of fifteen (re)integraion procedures
in the sample population.
A discussion of the study's findings conclude this
chapter.

The analysis of the study's findings indicated

that a large number of sample schools ex=l~1=ib=i~t:e;d~s=im=i~l_:a~r______________
organizational

ty_p~E?cs-.-±h-i:-s---s-±rn:t--riarity

in organiza-

tional typologies among the sample population was offered
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as an explanation for the negligible statistical results
of the study.
A discussion was presented to explain the signiB

J

ficant relationship between total years of teaching

'I

;j

experience for teachers of the Educationally Handicapped
and the reintegration levels of the Educationally Handicapped pupils.

This discussion concluded that organiza-

tional typologies found in the sample population may also
explain this finding.
conclusions

~ill

The summary, recommendations, and

appear in Chapter 5.

Chapter 5

SUMHARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND
RECOJ'v111ENDATIONS
This chapter will present a summary introduction
to the problem, a summary and method of the study, the
findings of the

study~

the conclusions derived from the

findings, recommendations for further research, and the
potential contribution of this study to the educational
field.
Introduction to the Problem
Until recently, the self-contained classroom was
the primary delivery system for providing educational
services to exceptional pupils.

Recent federal legisla-

tion and court rulings have questioned the viability of
a single delivery system for extending special educational services.

The 1976 Education of the Handicapped

Act, P.L. 94-142, stressed both extending opportunities
to pupils not now being served by special education and
stipula~~E~d.
provid~d

men t .

1

tbat education;::-,1 opportunities shall be

in the least restrictive educational environComp_liance--w"--i~t-l:l-the----Feaer-a-1-s-t-atnte-s----an--TI recent

court rulings equalizing educational opportunities for
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exceptional pupils have provided an impetus tov;ard
returning more exceptional pupils to the regular classroom. 2

Integration and reintegration are significant

issues facing all levels of the educational community. 3
The central purpose of this study was to make an
empirical contribution to understanding these issues.

The

overall design of this study contributed in two ways to
understanding the integration and reintegration issues.
This study examined current school practices regarding
integration and reintegration of Educationally Handicapped
pupils.

Secondly, this study examined several factors on

the school level that may affect the integration and
reintegration process.

Research studies in this area can

provide useful information on constructing transitional
educational experiences for pupils returning to the
general education program.

1 1976 Annual Report National Advisory Con~ittee
on the Handicapped, I~~- Unf....:"!:~lished Revolution: E~~~atio~
fs-:_:£" __th~l!_?_0__~ica_E_E_~d (lJ. S. Department of Health, Education
and Welfare 1 Washington, D.C., 1976), p. 42.
')

L..Frederick J. Heintraub and Alan Abeson, "New
Education Policies for the Handicapped: The Quiet Revolution," Ph~ De}ta Ka2..E_~!!: (April 1974), Vol. 55, No.8,
pp.

526--29.

3 -. • ~
lit_~ •
•
II
rp
..l
I
..l
•
----------=--sorm-£\.yo-r-,
-!·ra-J:-rts-t-r-e-am-l--t'l.g-,---~ce-c~_:y-s-----6-u-ue-a-t-:t:en------------(Harch-April, 1976), Vol. 65, No. 2, p. 5.
·p
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Summary and Hethod
of the Study
This study measured the affects of the organizational environments of schools on the program goals of
integration and reintegraion for the Educationally Handicapped as prescribed by the State of California.

A

secondary purpose of this study was to determine if the
procedures used to (re)integrate Educationally Handicapped
pupils to the regular classroom facilitated achieving the
integration and reintegration program goals for the
Educationally Handicapped pupils.
The sample population of this study consisted of
two sample groups, regular classroom teachers, and teachers
of the Educationally Handicapped in thirteen elementary
schools in a single unified school district.

Two survey

instruments, the Profile of a School questionnaire and
the

~ducational~andicapped

Reintegration Survey provided

data to test the major hypotheses of this study.
hundred and

t~;venty-one

One

regular classroom teachers completed

the Profile of a School questionnaire.

This questionnaire

provided data to describe the organizational environments
of thirteen sample population schools.

Eighteen teachers

of the Educationally Handicapped completed the EducationalJ:.y Handicapped Reint_egration Survey.

The Educationally
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integration and reintegration levels of 214 Educationally
Handicapped pupils enrolled in the sample schools.

The

Educationally Handicapped Reintegration Survey also listed
fifteen (re)integration procedures that could be selected
by teachers of the Educationally Handicapped to (re)integrate their pupils to the regular classroom.
Forty-six variables were investigated in relation
to the integration and reintegration levels of Educationally Handicapped pupils enrolled in the sample population
schools.

The major hypotheses of this study were divided

into three sections:

Section I analyzed major and secondary

organizational environment variables of schools in relation
to the (re)integration levels of Educationally Handicapped
pupils enrolled in these schools; Section II analyzed
selected descriptive characteristics of schools and of
teachers of the Educationally Handicapped in relation to
the (re)integration levels of Educationally Handicapped
pupils enrolled in these schools; and Section III analyzed
the selections of (re}integration procedures used in the
sample schools as reported by the teachers of the Educationally Handicapped in relation to the (re)integration
levels of Educationally Handicapped pupils enrolled in the
sample population schools.
Pearson product-moment correlation coefficients
were computed for the data in Sections I and II.

Section
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1
~

j

I examined the statistical relationship between nineteen

l

organizational variables and the integration/reintegration
measure, the Maximal Reintegration Index.

Section II

examined the statistical relationship between twelve
ancillary varibles and the integration/reintegration
measure, the Maximal Reintegration Index.
The data in Section III were analyzed by dividing
the sample population schools into two groups, low and
high Haximal Reintegration Inde.x schools.

These two

groups of schools were statistically compared in 2 by 2
tables on the selections of fifteen (re)integration
procedures used to return Educationally Handicapped
pupils to the regular classroom.
Findings of

~he~udy

The findings for each section were as follows.
Section I.

There 'l:vere no statistically significant

correlations obtained between organizational environment
variables of schools and the levels of integration and
reintegration.

The null hypothesis was retained in each

instance between nineteen organizational environment
var:iables and the Maximal Reintegration Index for the
sample population.
Section II.

There were no statistically signifi-

cant correlations obtained bet'i:v:een eleven of t'l:vel ve descrip-
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tive variables of schools, teachers of the Educationally
Handicapped, and the levels of integration and reintegration of Educationally Handicapped pupils enrolled in
these schools.

The null hypothesis was retained for eleven

of twelve descriptive characteristics of schools and of
teachers of the Educationally Handicapped and the Maximal
Reintegration Index for the sample population.
In one

instanc~

the null hypothesis was rejected.

There was a statistically significant positive correlation
obtained between total years of teaching experience by
teachers of the Educationally Handicapped and the Maximal
Reintegration Index for the sample population.

This

finding was statistically significant at the .01 level
of confidence.
Section III.

TI1ere were no statistically signifi-

cant differences between low and high Maximal Reintegration
Index schools on the selections of (re)integration procedures used by teachers of the Educationally Handicapped
to return these pupils to the :cegular classroom.

The

null hypothesis was retained in all instances that
compared the selections of the (re)integration procedures
used by teachers of the Educationally Handicapped in the
sample schools with the designated (re)integra.tion levels
of the sample population

school~. __
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Limitations of the
Study's Findin~
The reader is cautioned that the findings of
this study Here derived from testing a sample population
in a single unified school district.

Therefore, the

generalizability of the study's findings must be limited
to schools and/or school districts which meet the sample
selection criteria described in Chapter III.
Establishing statistical significance in correlational analysis does not necessarily imply a cause-effect

.
h'1.p. 4
re 1 a t~ons
Conclusions Derived
From the FindiP~~
As stated in Chapter I, one of the major purposes
of this study was to determine what effect, if any, does
thf~

organizational environments of schools have on the

program goals of integration and reintegration for Educationally Handicapped pupils?
The findings of this study indicated that organizational typology of schools was not significantly related
to the integration and reintegration levels of Educationally Handicapped pupils enrolled in the sample schools.
Therefore, i. t lvas concluded that organizational environ-

--------4 neobeold Van Dalen, Unders_tanding EducationalKesearch (Ne-\.v 'lork:- MGGr-J:~'-}Ii-11-~--1966), p. 228.

-~~~--
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ments of schools did not significantly affect the program
goals of integration and reintegration for Educationally
Handicapped pupils.
Twelve ancillary variables describing selected
descriptive characteristics of schools and teachers of
the Educationally Handicapped were also investigated in
this study.

The findings of this investigation indicated

that total years of teaching experience for teachers of the
Educationally Handicapped was positively linked to the
integration and reintegration levels of Educationally
Handicapped pupils enrolled in the sample schools.

There-

fore, it was concluded that length of teaching experience
for teachers of the Educationally Handicapped had a
significant affect on the program goals of integration
and reintegration for Educationally Handicapped pupils.
A secondary purpose of this study was to determine
what affect, if any, does t:he selection of procedures
used to return Educationally Handicapped pupils to the
regular classroom have on the program goals of integration
and reintegration for Educationally Handicapped pupils?
The results of this part of the study indicated
that there were no statistically significant differences
in the sample population between low and high (re)integration level schools and the selections of procedures used
by teachers of the Educationally HariCficapped to return
these pupils to the regular classroom.

Therefore, it was
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concluded that the selection of (re)integration procedures
used to return Educationally Handicapped pupils to the
regular classroom did not significant affect the program
goals of integration and reintegration for Educationally
Handicapped pupils.
Recommendations for
Further Research
The findings of this study had potential utility for
the planning and

pro~ramming

Handicapped pupils.

decisions for Educationally

The limitations of this study imposed

by a lack of test standardization and limiting sampling
field would be mitigated by incorporating the following
recommendations into future research:

1.

This study was designed to provide exploratory

or baseline data on the significance of organizational
factors on the integration and reintegration process for
Educationally Handicapped pupils.

Due to the exploratory

design of this research, a replication of this study is
recommended to provide supportive empirical data to this
study's conclusions.
2.

Additional normative studies on the two survey

instruments ""Jsed to gather the data in this study are
reco~~ended.

TI1ese studies would expand the utility of

the test ir..st:rumentation for future investigations of the
resea.rch_ problem.

- ----------1
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3.

A replication of this study with a selection

of sample population schools exhibiting other organizational typologies than those measured in this study is
recorrnnended.

Additional sampling techniques to include

sample population schools or school districts with
predominately System 1 or System 4 organizational patterns
would augment the conclusions of this study.
4.

It is recommended that this study's design

be extended to school districts exhibiting dissimilar
characteristics from those of the school district selected
in this study.

For example, school districts, which w·ere

high wealth or were implementing California's Haster Plan
for Special Education, might be selected for future
replication studies.

The extension of research would

measure the impact of organizational influences on the
Educationally Handicapped integration and reintegration
process under a variety of educational settings. ·
Potential Contribution
to the Educational Field
By sensitizing school personnel to the organizational influences operating within a school, prescriptive
actions can be initiated to maximize the improvement of
the intraorganizational environment.

The data collected

in this study prcvided an empirical basis upon which
to - --

s tren~t~le[t_ the_ organi-z-ational

-

-s truct~n·e of the participant

I
cj
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schools.

Specific plans for accomplishing changes in the

'I

!
i1
'
I

organizational climate and leadership dimensions can be
devised to maximize the inner resources of each school.
In-service staff training and other group feedback techniques may result in constructive decision making for
achieving integration and reintegration as well as helping
resolve the myriad of other problems facing school staffs.
It is hoped that staff training techniques that maximize
the internal communications within schools will lend to
maximal educational opportunities for all pupils, and
particularly for those pupils with exceptional needs.
Secondly, the conclusions of this study had
implications for the training and personnel selection
of teachers of the Educationally Handicapped.

This study

concluded that the teachers of the Educationally Handicapped with greater teaching service had more of their
pupils experiencing integration or recommended for reintegration than teachers with less teaching service.

This

finding suggested the possibility that the more experienced
group of teachers of the Educationally Handicapped had
greater leadership status in the sample schools.

The

leadership status of this group may be influential in
effecting programming and placement decisions for Educationally Handicapped pupils.
~xamp_~~.

This teacher group may, for

be high1y effective in__ conducting_ in-service
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\vorkshops or teacher training programs whose purpose is
to ease the transition form the special classroom to the
regular classroom for Educationally Handicapped pupils.
This finding may also have implications for recruitment policies of special education departments in teacher
training institutions.

The teaching experience factor

should not deter prospective applicant teachers from
entering teacher training programs for teaching Educationally Handicapped pupils.

The more experienced teacher

group should be encouraged by the teacher training institutions to use their knmvledge gained by teaching service
to actively promote the program goals of the Educationally
Handicapped program.
Lastly, the findings of this study suggested that
there was general similarity among the sample population
schools on eleven Educationally Handicapped (re)integration procedures.

The data collected by the Educationally

Handicapped Re_integration Survey on the use of specific
(re)integration techniques provided baseline infonnation
on the

(re)int~gration

capped pupils.

process for Educationally Handi-

Other schools or school districts wishing

to devise (re)integration plans for Educationally Handicapped pupils may incorporate this data into their
educational plans.

O\m
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Chapter Summary
This chapter presented an overview of the study,
the conclusion derived from the study's findings, and recommendations for future research.

The study's potential

contribution to the educational field concluded the
chapter.
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APPENDIX A
CALIFORNIA ADHINISTRATIVE CODE
TITLE 5
SECTIONS 3000-01, 3220-21
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TITLE 5

EDUOA.T!ON

(Register 72, No. 10-3·4-72)

Article 1.

General Provisions

3200. Bco:pe of Chapter. This chapter applies only to special
education programs for educationally handicapped minors for which
allowances may be made under Education Code Sections 18102.6 and
18102.9 ..
67~7,

NoTe: Specific authority cited for Chapter 2: Sections 6751, 6755, 6756, &
Education Code.
His1orv: 1. New Chapter 2 (§§ 3200, 3201, R220··-3'22·i, 32.'30-32.15, 3240-3242,
3250, 3251) filed ~23-69; effecti.-e thirtieth day thereafter (Reg·
iater 69, No. 39).
2. Rt']Wa!Pr of C'hnptPr 2 ( ~~ 3:200, 3201, 3~:20-3~2-t, :1230-3235,
3240.-3242, :·t250, 3251) nnd uew Chapter 2 (§~~)200, 3201,3220322:>, 3230-3~:n, 32-!0-3242, 3250. 3:2.51) filed 2-:W- 72; effective
tllirtirth day thrrenfter lRrgil>ter 72. :::-;0. 10).

3201. Defi.nitioru. .For the purposes of this chapter:
(a) u Program" means any of the special education programs for
educationally handicapped minors described in Education Code Section
6751 and 6751.5 that meet the general and specific standards set forth
in this chapter.
(b) "Discharge" means exemption or exclusion from school by
resolution of the governing board of a schovl district or by the county
superintendent.
(c) "'l'ransfer" means enrolling the pupil in any of the following:
(1) A different type of program authorized by Education
Code Sections 6751 and 6751.5.
( 2) A ree,rular day class.
(3) .A school or class authorized by Chapter 7 (com·
ruencing with Section 6500) of Division 6 of the Education
Code.
( 4) A public or priYate sehool program authorized by
Chapter 7.1, Artiele 2, (eonJmPncing with Seetion 6770) or
Chaptc1· 8.2 ( eommrncing with Sec:tion 6870) of Division 6
of the Education Code.
(5) Another special education program authorized by

law.
(d) "Spet:ific educational ohjretiws" are statements of anticipated
changes in learning or bt•lwYior to be aehit•Yed through a pupil's partieipation in the c·dueatiollally handicapped minors program. Such objectives sh11ll d~·arly define the expreted leal'lling- or behn\'ior, establish
the anticipated l<:>Yel of atta innwnt. and contain performance criteria.
Specific ed1Jcational objectiws shall relatP to thr anwlioration of the
pupil's h•arning or behavior disorders, including the reduction of the
handicapping rffeet of thP pupil's disability, sp('(jfic~ rrmedial instruction reqrdrt•d and thP mrans of enhant~ing ai'f'RS of pupil str<>ngths.
(e) "Eduen.tional Specialist'' nlC'<ms a credrntialed trncher, suppr.
visor, or rmpil personnel worker who has graduatr levrl preparation
and training in lenrning and behavior of rxceptional children, including
educationai diagnosis and evaluation, and has had a minimum of three
years successful teaching experience in the instruction of handicapped
minors or equivalent experience.
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'lr.f'!iJ,E IS

HANDICAPPED CHILDREN

(Ragicbt· 72, No. 10-3·4·72)

.Article 2.

Program Standards

3220. General Standards for Programs. Every educationally
handicapped minors program shall meet the following general
standards:
(a) It is the most appropriat(' on(' of the progrmns described in
Education Code Sections 6751 and 6751.5 that meets the individual
needs of the pupil. It provides for the diffrrential grouping of pupils
in classes and groups according to the specitl~ instructional and manage.
ment needs of the pupils.
(b) It provides for a systematic procedure to assure that an equal
opportunity hrw been afforded all pupils in the district to be referred
for evaluation for possible participation in the educationally handi- ·
capped minors program.
(c) It provides for the priority enrollment of those pupils whose
school attendance would otherwise be limitl'd or denied. It provides for
subsequent enrollment of pupils whose specific educational objectives
can least be met by modification or supplementation of the regular
school program.
.
(d) It emphasizes the amelioration of handicapping conditions to
the greatest extent possible and in the shortest period of time.
(e) It makes adjustments in the eurriculum and instruction that
enhance the pupil's achievement to the fullrst potential and provides
for continued development in areas of pupil strengths.
(f) It ·providE-s for career education, vocational education, work
experience, and work study for those pupils wh0 v:ould beHefit therefrom.
(g·) It provides the educational, psychological, and pupil personnel services necessary for pupil assessment, program planning, evaluation and consultation.
(h) It provides for curriculum development, in-service education,
consultation, and supervision for the staff.
3221.. Specific Btandardfl for a Special Day Class. .A special day
class shall meet the following standards:
(a) It is composed of pupils whose range of handieaps can be
appropriately managed \Vithin the class. It prcYides for the diffrrential
grouping of pupils into srparate classes that are designed to meet the
pupil's specifie educational objectives.
(b) It is maintained for the same length of time as the regular
school day. Each pupil shall attPnd school no less than the rPgular school
day, and each pupil shall attend the special day dass no less than the
minimum school day, except npon specific recommendation of the
pupil's nttending physieian or admission committee for reasons adequate
to substantiate exemption of such pupil. Pupils v•hose progress indicates probable return to the ref!·ular school progrnm ~md for whom no
learning disability group program is feasible, may participatE' in a
re~ular sehool progrmn for u:p to one-h1df of the regular school day for
a period to be determined by the admission committee. Exceptions may
be :niade ·only upon prior \Vrihen approYal of the Superintendent of
Public Instruction.
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(c) It is taught by a full-time teacher whose sole responsibility
during the regular school day is the instruction, snperYision and coordination of all educational actiYities of only the pupils enrolled in
the soecial dav class.
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INDIVIDUAL SCHOOL RESPONSES TO THE
PROFILE OF A SCHOOL
QUESTIONNAIRE
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PROFILE OF A SCHOOL
NEAN AND STANDARD DEVIATION
FOR SCHOOL 01
Std.
Dev.

Organizational Variable
Organizational Climate
Goal Conmlitment
Decision Process
Team Cooperation

5.109
5.606
4. 775
4. 947

0.422
0.676
0.785
0.717

Leadership
Support by Leader
Leader Receptivity to Ideas
Leader Goal Emphasis
Leader Team Building
Leader Decision Making

4.327
4.652
3.432
4.197
5.030
4.409

1.473
1. 954
1.388
1.113
1.. 584
1. 068

Trust (By and In Leader)

5.400

l. 587

Communication

5.596

0.700

Peer Team Building

5.455

0.699

Self-Motivation (Teacher)

5.273

0.836

Student Acceptance of Goals

5.788

0.563

School Attitude (Teacher)

4.769

1.108

Influence We Have

4.318

1.419

Influence We Seek

6.364

1.502

93.689

21.957

Total
Total X ~ 4.930
Average Standard Deviation= 1.155
Organizational Typology, System 2
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PROFILE OF A SCHOOL
MEAN AND STANDARD DEVIATION
FOR SCHOOL 02
Std.
Dev.

Organizational Variable
Organizational Climate
Goal Corr.mitment
Decision Process
Team Cooperation

5.867
6.397
5.244
5.959

0.420
0.602
0.385
0.499

Leadership
Support by Leader
Leader Receptivity to Ideas
Leader Goal Emphasis
Leader Team Building
Leader Help With Work
Leader Decision Making

5.606
6.731
4.442
5.205
6.526
5.564
5.167

0.829
0.985
l. 095
0.811
0.799
1.390
0.593

Trust (By and In Leader)

6.800

0.716

Communication

6.094

0.392

Peer Team Building

6.369

0.836

Self-Hotivation (Teacher)

6.692

0.847

Student Acceptance of Goals

5.692

0.461

School Attitude (Teacher)-

5.959

0.677

Influence We Have

5.154

0.938

Influence We Seek

7.154

0.899

102.622

13.174

~

Total
Total X= 5.401
Average Standard Deviation= .693
Organizational Typology, System 3
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PROFILE OF A SCHOOL
MEAN AND STANDARD DEVIATION
FOR SCHOOL 03
Std.
Dev.

Organizational Variable
Organizational Climate
Goal Commitment
Decision Process
Team Cooperation

5.551
6.006
5.170
5.477

0.569
0.477
0.810
0.503

Leadership
Support by Leader
Leader Receptivity to Ideas
Leader Goal Emphasis
Leader Team Building
Leader Help Hi th \.Jork
Leader Decision Making

5.338
6.519
3.972
4.833
6.241
5.704
4. 759

0.825
1.132
1. 027
0.901
0.886
1.047
0.667

Trust (By and In Leader)

6.333

1. 353

Communication

6.099

0.661

Peer Team Building

5.689

0.708

Self-Motivation (Teacher)

6.333

0.900

Student Acceptance of Goals

5.370

0.790

School Attitude (Teacher

5.648

0.774

Influence We Have

5. 4LJ.5

1.116

Influence We Seek
---·---Total

6.556

1.130

87.043

15.286

Total X= 4.05L~
Average Standard Deviation= .804
Organizational Typology, System 2
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PROFILE OF A SCHOOL
MEAN AND STANDARD DEVIATION
FOR SCHOOL 04
Std.
Dev.

Organizational Variable
Organizational Climate
Goal Commitment
Decision Process
Team Cooperation

5. 739
6.407
5.229
5.582

0.685
0. 744
0.818
0.709

Leadership
Support by Leader
Leader Receptivity to Ideas
Leader Goal Emphasis
Leader Team Building
Leader Help Hith Work
Leader Decision Making

5.849
6.778
4.444
5.537
6.537
6.333
5. L~63

1. 074
1. 258

1.261
0.964
0.931
1.481
1. 047

Trust (By and In Leader)

6.667

0.049

Communication

5.741

0.448

Peer Team Building

6.089

0.649

Self-Mbtivation (Teacher)

6.822

0.604

Student Acceptance of Goals

5.889

0.645

School Attitude (Teacher)

6. OL~l

0.827

Influence t.Je Have

5.222

0.963

Influence We Seek

6.778

0.667

113.147

16.624

Total
Total X= 5.955
Average Standard Deviation= .874
Organizational Typology, System 3
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PROFILE OF A SCHOOL
HEAN AND STANDARD DEVIATION
FOR SCHOOL 05
Std.
Dev.

Organizational Variable
Organizational Climate
Goal Commitment
Decision Process
Team Cooperation

5.816
6.178
5.406
5.865

0.719
0.821

Leadership
Support by Leader
Leader Receptivity to Ideas
Leader Goal Emphasis
Leader Team Building
Leader Help With Work
Leader Decision Making

5.910
6.383
5.125
5.867
6.483
6.167
5.433

1.240
1. 683
1. 435
0.802
1.014
1.650
1.176

Trust (By and In Leader)

6.480

1.059

Communication

6.100

0.776

Peer Team Building

5.960

0.928

Self-Motivation (Teacher)

6.400

1.436

Student Acceptance of Goals

5.467

0.905

School Attitude (Teacher)

6.040

1.055

Influence We Have

5.525

1.016

Influence We Seek

6.500

1. 080

113.002

25.701

Total

---------Total X= 5.947
Average Standard Deviation = 1.351
Organizational Typology, System 3

0.771
1. 045
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PROFILE OF A SCHOOL
MEAN AND STANDARD DEVIATION
FOR SCHOOL 06
Std.
Dev.

Organizational Variable
Organizational Climate
Goal Commitment
Decision Process
Team Cooperation

5.037
5.210
4.490
5.412

0. 746
0.801
1.024
0.685

Leadership
Support by Leader
Leader Receptivity to Ideas
Leader Goal Emphasis
Leader Team building
Leader Help With Work
Leader Decision Making

4.574
5.704
3.667
4.019
5.852
3.389
4.315

0.812
1.252
1.262
0.694
1.110
1.130
0.911

Trust (By and In Leader)

6.178

0.946

Communication

5.630

0.797

Peer Team Building

6.067

0.825

Self-Motivation (Teacher)

5.222

0.913

Student Acceptance of Goals

5.148

0.930

School Attitude (Teacher)

5.054

0.760

Influence We Have

4.361

1.111

Influence We Seek

6.333

2.500

96.162

19.209

Total
Total X= 5.061
Average Standard Deviation= 1.010
Organizational Typology, System 3
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PROFILE OF A SCHOOL
MEAN AND STANDARD DEVIATION
FOR SCHOOL 07
Std.
Dev.

Organizational Variable
Organizational Climate
Goal Commitment
Decision Process
Team Cooperation

4. 785
5.378
I+. 450
4. 788

0.639
0.812
0.495
0.773

Leadership
Support by Leader
Leader Receptivity to Ideas
Leader Goal Emphasis
Leader Team Building
Leader Heln With Work
Leader Declsion Making

3.164
3.000
2.950
3.233
3.167
3.133
3.500

0.991
1.236
0.758
0.480
1.429
1.502
0.975

Trust (By and In Leader)

3.760

1. 513

Cormnun i cat ion

4.600

0.918

Peer Team Building

0.120

0.986

Self-Motivation (Teacher)

5.280

1. 083

Student Acceptance of Goals

6.000

1. 027

School Attitude (Teacher

3.874

0.869

Influence We Have

4.300

1. 362

Influence We Seek

7.600

0.548

83.181

26.400

Total
Total X= 4 . .377
Average Standard Deviation ~ 1.389
Organizational Typology 1 System 2
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PROFILE OF A SCHOOL
MEAN AND STANDARD DEVIATION
FOR SCHOOL 08
Std
Dev.

Organizational Variable
Organizational Climate
Goal Commitment
Decision Process
Team Cooperation

5.838
6.250
5.412
5.853

0.358
0.419

Leadership
Support by Leader
Leader Receptivity to Ideas
Leader Goal Emphasis
Leader Team Building
Leader Help With Work
Leader Decision Making

5.319
5.917
!~. 333
4.903
6.167
5.444
5.153

0.793
1.134
1.179
0.941
0.704
0.925
0.605

Trust (By and In Leader)

6.217

0.663

Communication

6.065

0.337

Peer Team Building

6.483

0.471

Self-Motivation (Teacher)

6.233

0.577

Student Acceptance of Goals

5.778

0.609

School Attitude (Teacher)

5.691

0 . .537

Influence We Have

5.333

1.129

Influence We Seek

7.167

0.718

109.556

12.199

Total
Total X== 5.766
Average Standard Deviation== .642
Organizational Typology, System 3

0. 7 3!~

0.366
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PROFILE OF A SCHOOL
MEAN AND STANDARD DEVIATION
FOR SCHOOL 09
Std.
Dev.

Organizational Variable
Organizational Climate
Goal Commitment
Decision Process
Team Cooperation

5.419
5.642
5.346
5.268

0.976
1.213
0.814
1.041

Leadership
Support by Leader
Leader Receptivity to Ideas
Leader Goal Emphasis
Leader Team Building
Leader Help With Work
Leader Decision Making

4.887
5.241
4.250
4.778
5.370
4.889
4.796

1. 401
1. 575
1.442
1.115
1.394
1.993
1.184

Trust (By and In Leader)

5.489

1.213

Communication

5.605

0.850

Peer Team Building

5.444

0.853

Self-Mot.ivation (Teacher)

5.556

1.333

Student Acceptance of Goals

5.185

1.396

School Attitude (Teacher)

5.142

1.227

Influence We Have

4.833

1. 030

Influence We Seek

6.667

1.323

98.807

23.343

Total
Total X== 5.200
Average Standard Deviation= 1.228
Organizational Typology, System 3
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PROFILE OF A SCHOOL
MEAN AND STANDARD DEVIATION
FOR SCHOOL 10
Std.
Dev.

Organizational Variable
Organizational Climate
Goal Commitment
Decision Process
Team Cooperation

5.837
6.411
5.435
5.665

0.462
0.540
0.512
0.584

Leadership
Support by Leader
Leader Receptivity to Ideas
Leader Goal Emphasis
Leader Team Building
Leader Help With Work
Leader Decision Making

5.665
6.619
3.925
5.300
6.617
6.333
5.200

0.582
0.805
0.928
0.680
0.653
0.770
0.450

Trust (By and In Leader

6.800

0.533

Communication

6.000

0.712

Peer Team Building

6. 720

0.464

Self-Motivation (Teacher)

6.800

0.639

Student Acceptance of Goals

6.033

0.693

School Attitude (Teacher)

6.031

0.487

Influence He Have

5.150

1.173

Influence We Seek

7.100

0.876

113.639

12.553

Total
Total X~ 5.981
Average Standard Deviation= .660
Organizational Typology, System 3
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PROFILE OF A SCHOOL
MEAN AND STANDARD DEVIATION
FOR SCHOOL 11

Std.
Dev.

Organizational Variable

----1

Organizational Climate
Goal Commitment
Decision Process
Team Cooperation

5,081
5.250
4.618
5.375

0.908
0.851
1. 060
1. 051

Leadership
Support by Leader
Leader Receptivity to Ideas
Leader Goal Emphasis
Leader Team Building
Leader Help With Work
Leader Decision Making

4.726
6.000
3.813
4-.458
5.500
4.292
4.292

1. 397
1.436
1. 591
1. 272
1. 371
1. 750
1.347

Trust (By and In Leader)

6.600

1.131

Communication

5.722

1. 090

Peer Team Building

5.625

0.774

Self-Motivation (Teacher)

5.075

1.309

Student Acceptance of Goals

4.875

1.112

Sc:hool Attitude (Teacher)

5.138

1.201

Influence We Have

4.563

1.474

Influence We Seek

6.000

1.690

97.003

23.815

Total
Total X= 5,105
Average Standard Deviation= 1.253
Organizational Typology, System 3

~
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PROFILE OF A SCHOOL
11EAN AND STANDARD DEVIATION
FOR SCHOOL 12

J

1i
I

Std.
Dev.

Organizational Variable
Organizational Climate
Goal Cornmi tmen t
Deci.s ion Process
Team Cooperation

5.265
6.130
4.225
5, 4L~l

0.582
0.630
0.811
0.602

Leadership
Support by Leader
Leader Receptivity to Ideas
Leader Goal Emphasis
Leader Team Building
Leader Help With Work
Leader Decision Making

5.315
7.000
3.417
4.111
6.972
6.222
4.167

0.705
0.537
1.190
1. 078
0.703
0.807
0.978

Trust (By and In Leader)

7.400

0.593

Corrrrnunication

6.241

0.907

Peer Team Building

6. LJ-67

0.873

6.167

0.650

Student Acceptance of Goals

5.889

0.655

School Attitude (Teacher)

5.816

0.633

Influence We Have

4.292

1.187

Influence We Seek

6.833

0.987

107.370

15.104

Self-Mo~ivation

(Teacher)

Total
Total X= 5.651
Average Standard Deviation= .794
0Yganizational Typology, System 3
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PROFILE OF A SCHOOL
MEAN AND STANDARD DEVIATION
FOR SCHOOL 13

-=========================================
Std.
Dev.

Organizational Variable
Organizational Climate
Goal Commitment
Decision Process
Team Cooperation

5.335
5.922
4.606
5.476

0.711
0.619
0.935
0.855

Leadership
Support by Leader
Leader Receptivity to Ideas
Leader Goal Emphasis
Leader Team Building
Leader Help With Work
Leader Decision Making

5.231
6.250
4.600
4. 783
6.017
5.200
4.533

1. 292
1. 534
1.132
1.028
1. 334
1. 913
1. 317

Trust (By and In Leader)

6.260

1.373

Communication

5.711

0.861

Peer Team Building

5.660

0.706

Self-Motivation (Teacher)

6.240

0..759

Student Acceptance of Goals

5.433

0.847

School Attitude (Teacher)

5.525

1. 075

Influence We Have

3.925

1.285

Influence We Seek

6.600

1.174

103.307

20.7.50

Total
Total X== 5,437
Average Standard Deviation== 1.0.92
Organizational Typology, System 3
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APPENDIX C
SURVEY INSTRUllENTS USED IN
THE STUDY
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EDUCATIONALLY HANDICAPPED
REINTEGRATION SURVEY
INSTRUCTIONS
Dear E.H. Teacher at

School:

This is a survey questionnaire designed to measure
integration/reintegration (mainstreaming) of pupils enrolled
in your classroom and to determine a selection of steps or
c·riteria you use either to integrate/reintegrate your pupils
into the regular educational program.
DEFINITIONS
.~!:!_tegration.
The procedural process which includes
specific steps and/or criteria you use to have your E.H.
pupils participating with pupils in the regular classroom.

!3-5:_inte~-r:~tio~.
The procedural process which
includes specific steps and/or criteria you use to have
your pupils formally screened ~ut of the E.H. classroom
and returned to the regular educational program.

_(1_3.e) Integration. The procedural process that may
include either integration or reintegration.
DESCRIPTIVE INFORHATION
Please answer all questions with an "x" in the
appropriate box.
Hale

Female

Highest Educational Level: B.A.
Doctoral
M.A.+
Number of Years Teaching (_over)
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B.A.+

M.A.

209

Less 1
Year

1-3
Years

3-5
Years

5-10
Years

Over 10
Years

Total Years
Teaching
In This District
In This
School
In Teaching
E.H. Pupils
Level of E.H. Classroom:

Primary

Inter

Other

Specify:

Total number of E.H. pupils enrolled in your
classroom

Specify:

Total number of E.H. pupils you are recommended
to be officially screened out (reintegrated) for
this school year

E.H. INTEGRATION CHART
Directions: You will be given a chart to complete
on your E.H. classroom. Please read these directions carefully and follovJ the Example Chart before you complete the
E.H. IntegrationChart for your classroom. You will be
asked to mark appropriate "x's" on the Number of E.H.
Pupils Integrated (column) into the regular classroom
program from your class and the Hours Per Day in Regular
Classroom (rounded to the nearest hour) that each E.H.
pupil in your classroom is integrated into the regular
classroom program (row).
For example, if you have two (2) E.H. pupils integrated for three (3) hours per day into the regular classroom program, you would find a t\vo (2) in the column
marked Number of E. H. P~ils Integra ted and a three (3)
in the row marked !:!9urs Pe~ in Regular Classroom and
plac2 an "x" vJhere tne cOTumn and row intersect. Afso,
if you have nine (9) E.H. pupils (excluding the two E.H.
p1:<pils already noted) integrated for one (1) hour each,
you would find a nine (9) in the column marked Number of
E.H. Pupils Integrated and a one (1) in the ro~ marked
~!o1_:1rs _K~_£ Day----ril:~RegU.Tar· Classroom and place an "x" where
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the column and row intersect. For the one remaining E.H.
pupils (a total of twelve E.H. pupils in the E.H. classroom),
you would find a one (1) in the comumn Number 'of E.H.
Pu£ils Integrated and a zero (0) in the row Hours Per Day
in Regular Classroom and place an "x" vlhere the column and
row intersect. T"l:leexample E.H. chart looks like the
follmving:

EXAMPLE CHART

Number of E. H. Pupils Integrated
Hours Per Day in
Regular Classroom
0

0

1

2

3

9

10

11

12

Over 12

X

1

X

2

~·

0

3

~

X

4
5
6

Column

~~··:..r:.r..:=t~:::rrttn7tWTl':t'!"J'T"7E:r.:~:u-=:~r:::::t:=:::::=::::~

DIRECTIONS:

Please complete the E. H. Integration Chart for your E. H. Classroom.

Number of E. H. Pupils Integrated
Hours Per Day in
Regular Classroom

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Over
8

9

10

11

12

12

0

~

1

~

2

3

4
5
6

Column
N

........
I-'

I~
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DIRECTIONS

li

(Answer every numbered question.) For each numbered statement select either Box A or Box B as to whether
it applies. If either statement A orB applies only to
integration, place your answer in column entitled INT. If
either statement A or B applies only to reintegration,
place your answer in column entitled RNT. If either
statement A or B apply to both integration to both integration and reintegration, place your answers in both
column INT and RNT.

'I

1

If you select statement A, circle hny or all small
letters (a,·b, c, etc.) that apply for eit er integration
(INT column) or reintegration (RNT column) .

1.

INT

RNT

I I

I I

a.
c.
d.

a.
b.
c..
d.

B

I I

I I

A

I I

I I

a.
b.
c.
d.
e.

a,
b.
c.
d.
e.

I I

!

A

b.

2.

B

I

I

The (re) integration of the E.H. pupil is
accomplished by gradually extending the
time that the E.H. pupil participates in
the regular classroom (hours per day in
regular classroom) :
initial participation is one hour or less.
initial participation is two hours.
initial participation is three hours.
initial participation is over three hours.
The (re)integration of the E.H. pupil is
not accomplished by gradually extending
the time the E.H. pupil participates in
the regular classroom.
The (re)integration of the E.H. pupil is
initiated by recorrrrnending regular classroom placement in subject areas requiring no formal demonstration of academic
skills:
art
drama
music
physical education
other
The (re)integration of the E.H. pupil is
not initiated by recorrrrnending regular
classroom placement in subject area (s)
not requiring demonstration of formal
academic skills.

!
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3.

A

i1
J

INT

RNT

I I

I I

a.

a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
f.
g.

b.
c.

d.
e.
f.

g.

B I I

4.

A

I I I I
a.
b.

5.

I I

a.
b.

a.

a.

b.

b.

c.
d.
e.
f.

c.
d.
e.
f.

g.

g.

B

I I I I

A

I I I I

B

a.
b.
c.

a.
b.
c.

d.

d.

I l I I

The (re)integration of the E.H. pupil is
initiated by recommending regular classroom
placement in subject area(s) requiring
demonstration of formal academic skills:
language arts (English, etc.)
mathematics
reading
science
spelling
social studies (his tory, etc.)
other
The (re)integration of the E.H. pupil is not
initiated by recommending regular classroom
placement in subject area(s) requiring
demonstration of formal academic skills.
The decision to (re)integrate the E.H.
pupil to the regular classroom is made by
a (re)integration team formed on a
school level
district level
The members of the (re)integration team
consist of:
E. H. teacher (s)
parent(s)
regular classroom teacher(s)
school principal
school psychologist
other support personnel (nurse, speech, etc.)
other
The decision to (re)integrate the E.H.
pupil to the regular classroom is not made
by a (re)integration team formed at either
the school or district level.
The E.H. pupil is permitted to remain in
a specific E.H. classroom with a case
study for a specified period of time.
one year or less
two years
three years
more than three years
The E.H. pupil is permitted to remain in
a specific E.H. classroom with a case
study for an unspecified period of time.
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INT
6.

7.

8.

9.

A

RNT

I I I I
a.
b.
c.
d.

a.
b.
c.
d.

B

I I

I I

A

I I I I
a.

a.

b.
c.
d.

b.
c.
d.

B

I I I I

A

I I

I I

a;
b.
c.

b.

B

I I

I I

A

I I

I I

a.
b.
c.

a.

I I

I I

B

a.
c.

b.
c.

The E.H. pupil is permitted to remain
in the E.H. program with a case study
for a specified period of time
one year or less
two years
three years
more than three years
The E.H. pupil is permitted to remain
in the E.H. program with a case study
for an unspecified period of time.
The academic skills desired for (re)integration to the regular classroom are
specified at the time that the E.H.
pupil is placed in an E.H. classroom.
within thirty days after placement
within sixty days after placement
within ninety days after placement
over ninety days after placement
The academic skills desired for (re)integration to the regular classroom are not
specified at the time that the E.H. pupil
is placed in an E.H. classroom.
The decision to (re)integrate the E.H.
pupil to the regular classroom is
based on demonstrated academic skills
measured by:
standardized group tests
individually administered tests
criterion-referenced tests
The decision to (re)integrate the E.H.
pupil to the regular classroom is not
based on demonstrated academic skills
measured by formal academic tests.
The decision to (re)integrate the E.H.
pupil to the regular classroom is based
on demonstrated social skills measured by:
standardized group tests
individually administered tests
criterion-referenced tests
The decision to (re)integrate the E.H.
pupil to the iegular classroom is not
based on demonstrated social skills
measured by formal social tests.

215

10.

INT

RNT

I I

I I

a.

g.

a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
f.
g.

B

I I

I I

A

I I

I I

A

b.
c.
d.
e.

f.

11.

12.

a.

a.

b.

b.

B I I

I I

I I

I I

a.

b.
c.
d.

a.
b.
c.
d.

I I

I I

A

B

The decision to (re)integrate the E.H.
pupil to the regular classroom is based
on demonstrated social skills based on
observational data from:
E.H. teacher(s)
parent (s)
regular classroom teacher(s)
school principal
school psychologist
other support personnel (nurse, speech, etc.)
other
The decision to (re)integrate the E.H.
pupil to the regular classroom is not
based on demonstrated social skills from
observational data.
The E.H. pupil to be (re)integrated is
placed in a regular classroom level according to:
his chronological age
number of years in school
The E.H. pupil to be (re)integrated is not
placed in a regular classroom level either
according to his chronological age or number
of years in school.
There is a limit to the n~~ber of E.H.
pupils that can be recom.mended for (re) integration to the regular classroom.
less than two E.H. pupils
less than three E.H. pupils
less than four E.H. pupils
other
There is no limit to the number of E.H.
pupils that can be recollh'Ilended for (re)integration to the regular classroom.

RENSIS LIKERT ASSOCIATES, INC. •

630 CITY CENTER BLDG. •

ANN ARBOR, MICHIGAN 48108 • {313)769-1980

PROFilE OF A SCHOOL
TEACHER'S QUSSTIONNAIRE
Form 3

This questionnaire is designed to learn more about how
students, teachers, school principals, and others can best
·..rork together.
The aim is to use the information to make
your teaching more satisfying and productive.
If the results are to be helpful, it is important that you
answer each question as ~~oughtfully· and frankly as
possible.
This is not a test and there are no right or
wrong answers.
The answers on the questionnaires are processed by computers
which su~narize ~~e responses i~ statistical form so that
individuals cannot be identified. To ensure COMPLETE
CONfiDE:-JTIALI'l'Y, please do not write your name anywhere on
the questionnaire or answer sheet.
On'the separate answer sheet, please indicate the name of
your school and the length of time you have been teaching
there.
Your responses to these questions \,•ill not be used
to identify you.
They will be used only to consolidate
responses of teachers in the same school.

Copyright© 1971, Jane Gibson Likert and Rensis Likert.
Distributed by Rensis Likert Associates, Inc.
All rights
reserved.
No further reproduction authoriz.::d in a.11y form
without \vritten permission of Rensis Likert Associates, Inc.

217

~
l

218

M

l
1

j

1

Instructions
(Teachers)

1.

This questionnaire contains a set of alternative answers for
each question.
These alternative answers form a continuum
from one extreme at the left end to the other extreme at the
right.
A series of descriptive terms is used to define,
broadly, four positions along the continuum. ~~o boxes under
each position give eight choices for each question.
For
example:
very lit de
4f To what extent does your
~n.nc1~al aive ycu useFul
lnfor!ll.dtl.cn •nd ideas?

Considerable

Some

n 0 n 0
'

4

I~
5

Very great

n n 0•
6

7

2.

A separate answer sheet is provided to simplify the machine
processing of your responses. On this answer sheet, the boxes
are also nlli~ered from 1 to 8. Please indicate your choices
on this answer sheet by completely filling in ,;ne box in the
category that best describE:s your view of that question. For
example, suppose the question were this:
"How often is your
cl<,ssroom ut1comfortably ·~arm?" And your choices:
"Rarely,"
"Sometimes," "Frequently," "Very frequently."
If this
virtually never happens, you would fill in the first box U!1der
"Rarely." If, however, your classroom is sometimes too warm
and with a recurrence somewhat closer to "Frequently" than to
"Rarely" then the answer you mark on the separate answer sheet
would look like this:

3.

vfuen questions are asked about teachers or students in general,
answer the questions as a description of the average situation
or reaction you have experienced.

4.

Please use a soft, black lead pencil (a No. 2 or softer) and
rerr.e~~er to fill in e1e box completely.
Erase thoroughly any
choice you vlish to change. Do not make cny ot"IJe:r marks.
Please use G~e answer sheet for your responses and NOT the
questionn ~ire itself.

5.

The questions begin on Page 1 to your right.
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Rarely
How often is your behavior
seen by your students as
friendly and supportive?

Sometimes

~ 0

0

2

Rarely
2 Hm., often do you seek. to be
friendly and supportive to
y"our students?

0

0

H

2

0

3

4

Some

3 HmY muc~ confidence and

n

trust do you have in your
stcdents?

0

n

6

a. acaeer~ic ~3tters such as
t..~e i r ....,.o~~~, co·.1rse con te:1 t,
te<1ching plans and methods?

~.

school ~atters
sue:-, "15 St.\..~de!1t
act.iv:..ties, rules of
conduct, and discipline?

nn~-academic

Ho•H of ten Co yo·1 seek and use
your students' ideas about:

8.

9

3.

n

2

How :ree do your students
feel to : alk to you about:

3

Not free

0

0
4

n

0

Slil]htly free

Not- free

F'requently

n

0
5

n

0
6

5

nJ

6

Quite a bit

Slightly free

D
2

1

4

Scree

n

6

5

')uite a bit

0

3

Very little
5 Ho'H muc:'1 interest do your
st~dents feel you have in
their success as st~dents?

4

So:r.e

D

0

[]

Quite a bit

0

3

Very little
trust do your students
have in you?

4

Sometimes

Very little

4 Hm.,. muc:t con fiden.:e and

0

3

Prequently

Q

[]
6

Almost always

0
7

0
8

Almost always

0~
a
1

A very
great deal

0
7

n
8

A very
great deal

0
7

IJ
8

A ·tery
great dell

n
7

~y

t:iui te free

Very free

[]

n 0

~uite

0
free

Very free

n

0

I

1

2

:larely

Sometimes

Frequently

Vf:!ry f::-equently

Rarely

Sometirr.es

Freq'..lently

Very frequently

academic matters?

b. non-academic school
~atters?

~ D
I

0

0

3

2

4

D _L_JL_n
5

6

D
a

7

A very

l<l !-:o·.... much C.o y0ur students feel
tf:at ycu ::tre trying to he1p
t ..he;:. •Hi th their problems?

H-1

Quite a bit

Some

Very little

rl_j_

0

3

2

1

D
4

great deal

n n n ll
6

-------
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How m1lch in flueno.:e do you
~~ink

11

students

ha~e

on:

a. academic matters?

Very little

t-O

Some

0
2

n 0
4

Very little

U

b. non-academic school
matters?

D
1

How much influence do you
think students shou~d have on:

13

a. academic matters?

Some

0
2

3

Very little

0
1

4

Some

4

3

2

5

0
8

7

6

A very
grea.t deal

0

n 0

0
5

6

7

5

~

0

ll

0

8

A very
great deal

Quite a hit

0

0

0

0

0

D

rJui te a hit

0

0

A very
great deal

Qui"t.e a bit

6

7

A very
Very little

!4

h. non-academic school

matters?

0
l

0

0
2

3

Very little

great deal

Quite a bit

Some

0
4

n

0 _L_O

D

6

5

Practically never
involved;
occasionally
consulted

sulted, bu~
ordinarily not
involved

Sometimes dislike it r some-

Usually

time9 like it

like it

a

7

Usually con-

r.reatly involvej
i:1. decisions
af:ecting them

15 Tc

what extent are students
involved in major declsions
affecting them?

Dislike it
16 h11at is t~e qeneral attitude

of your

student~

0

toward your

school?

Often
inaccurate

inaccurate

personal mutters?

5

AlliiOSt alN·.:lyS

,_n
6

u.ccurato

Hmo1 do students view
com.T.unications from:

7

1S

alwdys

Usually

;1ccepted.

not, openly

viewed with

great suspicicn

'Hi th

Com.rntmications
viewed with
great suspicion

Some acceoted,
some view9d

acce?ted,

with suspicion

cauti-:Jusly

If

and candidly

auestioned

a. you?

Almcs t ah.,.ays
accepted.
If
not, openly
and candidly
questioned

Usually

19

8

accepted,
someti:nes
cautiously

Some accepted,
some vie\-led
SUSPiCiOn

0

0
Almas~

Communications

0--i

7

6

Fairly
accurate

0

concerning class, school, or

0

0

5

Vsually

17 H.)w accurate is information
given to you by your students

Like it
very much

b. the principal?

0
1

[]

0
3

2

sorr.e time.s

O_j__Il
4

5

0
PZe;se

2

~:.-a·~,

;c Page

------
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~ot

20 Ho•.<

•,.;<'!!

11 do

VIJU

by

know the prob-

well

0

ler.;s faced
your stuJents
in their school •.York?

0

1

21 ·..,·hat is "=.!"ie char.1cter ar.d
amount of interaction in

2

Somewhat

0

fear and
distrust

tains

0
2

0

do your students

0

n

to ·?i?t sor.1et.!ling done?

1

23

2

extent do your students
look ·...·it~ ?leasu:-e en cominq
to school'?

n

D
1

n
I

0

I

1

2

0
5

"Jery well

6

Node rate inter-

n

ll

0

7

8

Extensive

~riendly

ac~i.o~, ofteri
interaction ·~i th
·,.;it!! f.:nr ar.ount his, d~gree of
of confidence
confiC.~nce r-.nd
a;-td trust
trust

0
5

n

0

0
6

s

7

Co:1siderable

\~ery

great

0 ll 0 L_JL-1

0
3

5

Some

.j

Some

0

7

D
5

4

D
5

8

Very great

L~
a

0
6

1

Very qreat

Considerable

i]

3

6

Considerable

n 0

Very little

24 To ·•hat exte!'lt do you look
forward to your teac~inq day?

4

Some

Very lit tla
":'o ...... ~1C~. t

0

3

Very little
ex~ent

dista::.c~

from s tuden. ts

1

To •.v!-\at

4

Little interactivn, teacher
usually ma1n-

D

!1f.!lp e.J.c!l ct!ler when they ·..;ant

0

3

Very little
interaction
US\!ally with

yot1r classes?

22

Quite well

0

D
6

7

-0--i

..........................................................................................................................................................................................
Very little

n

n/

Sorr.e

n_l_ n

25 ':'c •.,•hat extent Co vcur students
teel excited Et:?o...:.t.lean~ing?
~,.,.l--'---L.,;'---''--'+

1

2

Rarely

26

:-1-.;·.... --: ft~n ~o yo:J see your
orinci~al's

beha~ior as
~rie!'ldiy and 3U~?nrtive?

.f--'tn
\

27 ~ow much confidence and trust
does your principal have in
yo11?

1

3

Sometirr-es

n

Ii
'2'

l

0
2

do you

hav~

in ycur principal?

2! Hew free do ycu :eel to talk
to your principal about
academi:: and :10n-academic
school matters?

0
1

0
2

Little

0
1

n
2

0 -L-0---i

5

6

0
3

0
4

Little

n
3

D
3

7

F::equently

Alreost

I_[]

Considerable

0
5

n

Cor,s ider ~ble

0
4

Slightly free

!>l"ot free

ll__L_[]

6

Very little

28 Hm" :nuc!-1. confidence and trust

Very great

n n n 0

ery litt:e

0

Considerable

0
4

0
5

D
s ~

A \"ery
qre.:tt deal

n
7

n
~

A very
great deal

_j_ll
D
c
7

Q:.Jite free

Q

7

al'.t~ays

I

'a!~

t.··ery f!"ee

n
6

PZe~s~

n
7

t~Pn

0
8

to Paae 4

- - - -
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How often do you try to be
friendly and supportive to:
30

a. your principal?

Sometimes

Rarely

0

[]

1

2

b. other teachers?

0
1

sought ~~d used by the principal about academic and nonacademic school matters?

0
2

0
1

0
2

Usually a

,.,.aste of time
3.1 In your job, how often is it
worthwhile or a waste of time
for- you to do your very best?

0
1

0

···~··

n
1

0
4

3

0
2

0

0
4

3

Sometimes a
\vaste of time

0

0

4

3

Some

Very little
34 How much influence co you think
teachers ha'...'e on acadej'l'lic and
non-academic school matters?

4

Sometimes

Rarely

32 How often are your ideas

0

3

Sometimes

Rarely
31

0

0
2

Frequently

0

6

0

0
6

5

0 0
a

7

0

5

6

Freauer.tlv

worth·..:hil~

0

0

5

5

8

'lery frequently

Frequently

0

7

Almost always

Frequently

6

Quite a bit

4

3

al•t~ays

0 0 0

5

n n

0

Almost

0

.......................................................................................................................................

6

Almas t a h.:ays
'"'orth·Hhi le

0

0
8

7

A very
great deal

n n
8

7

······························~···~············

35 Ho·• much influence do you think
teac!1ers shcu.ld have on
acade:nic and non-academic
s.::~ool

matte:-s?

Some

Very little

0
l

0
2

0

0
4

3

A very

Quite a bit

0
5

0
6

great deal

IJ

118

7

A very

lli

int:uence do you t.'>O.nk
p::incipals ~C:.!JC on academic
0:1d non-academic school

Hew :nuch

matters?

37 Ho·• much influence do you t.'>ink
tJrincipals sh.;u.Zd have on
ac1.demic and non-academic
SCh'JOl matters?

38 !lo·.., much influence do you think
the cenr:.ral staff J:cs on
academic end non-academic
school matters?

Very little

0

-I

Ij

Very little

~_[J

4

0
2

0 .0

~-lL_lLI
2

4

3

0
4

3

[l
5

D
6

0
5

great deal

0

0 -i
I

7

8

A very
great deal

o_j

[l

s

7

I

A very
great deal

Quite a bit

Some

0

6

Quite a bit

Some

Very little

1

n n 0

n
3

1

Qc.ite. a bit

Some

0
6

0

0a

7

A very

3!1 !lo·• much influence do you think
t.he central staff shou.Zd have
on academic and non-academic

school matters?

Very little

H

0
2

Quite a bit

Sene

D
3

0
4

0
5

0
6

deal

gre~t

0
7

l

PZease turn tc

JJ--i
Pa;~

5
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How often are students • ideas
sought and used by the principal about:

40

a. academic matters?

Soreetim~s

Rarely

01 02
t-----¥-----'----Y--~DL-._L__JDL,J-L----'-,1-D
3
4
5
Sometimes

Rarely
!i

L

41

b. non-academic school
matters?.

0
l

0

0

Hc~v

much do you ~eel that your
princ~pal is interested in
your success?

7~

what extent does your prin-

j

Rarely, with

Sometir1es,

prac.ti call~
no c:tance ... or
·';]roup reaction

'Ni th some

chance :cr
group reaction

o n n o
2

3

0
6

Frequently

0
5

[]
5

Very frequently

0
7

0
g

Very frequently

0
6

Quite a bit

n n

n

1

44

4

Scrr:e

2

43 How often does your orincioal
use group r..eetings to solv8
sc~ool problems?

0

3

2

Very little
42

Frequently

n
6

A verv
great deal

0
7

n
g

?e ry frequently:
f'reque!1t1y, anj
decisions
us1ng ideas frcm ·..Jsually by congr:n..:p rnerrLe rs
sensus

I]

4

0

n

0

Very little

Some

Considerable

Very qreat

little

Some

Co!1siderablP.

*ler:y

Very little

Some

Considerable

Very qreat

Clpal make sure t!lat nlanninq
and t~e settinq of prioriti~S
:1:::-~ done ·Nell?

45 :·o t.;hat exte:-1:. does vour nrinc~~al trv :.o urovide-vou ~ith
t>:e !idteria!s. :~:td spcCe you
~e~d to do yc~r job well?

V·~ry

n n j__[]__L_ 0

46 Tc what extent does vour
principal qive you uSeful
information and ideas?

:;

3

47 To \V~at extent are ycu encour-

a.::red. to be inr.ovative in de-velo~ing better educ3tional
practices and course content?

?"re~t

•,rery little

0
1

Co:'lsirle[able

Some

n

0

J

2

Sometir.~es

fl
4

48 ~"lhat is your general attitude
toward your school?

5

n
5

0

ver•r g-reat

ll
7

n
8

Cis-

like it, sorr.etimes like 1t

Dislike it

6

Csually
like it

Like it
·;ery much

22!. .

Down, up,
and betwe~n

Downward from

principal to
teac~er

~9

What is t!"le direction of the
flow of in:ormatton about
acad~mic ~nd non-academic

.school macters?

to

Mostly
downward

student

Down and up

tcac!-.ers and
bet·..;een students

~o~n~n~n~~~D~D7~n~
n.
7~
l

2

3

4

5

6

Almost alwavs

Communications

Some accepted,

vie•.-~ed

some vie•..; eO.
with suspicion

with

great suspicion
50 How do you vie•.., cor.r.n!nications

from your principal?

How accur.J.te is upward
51 communic~"'tion to the
pr~r.cipal?

sor.~e!:i:r.es

cautiously

n n n n

n

2

)

5

Often
i!:.accurate

n

0

0

0

0

8

7

6

Fairly

Usually
inacc·llrate

0

accepted.
i: f
not, openly
a~d candidly
questioned

0

l

!

l

.

Usually accepted 1

Alrr.ost al·•ays

acccrate

ac.:urate

n n n

0

6

5

8

7

Quite w,>ll

Very ••ell

n

52 Ho·• well does your principal
knc:,o~ t!le prob lerns fac~d Oy
teac~ers?

a

Little. interact!C:1, principal
an C. teac:--.e rs

distrust

·~cd.e:-~te interactl.or._. oft.<?!l
usually maintain wit:--t f~\ir nnou.nc
dis~a~ce f~-Jrr.
of co::.tidenc~
one a:r-,ot?1c r
a:od trust

Very little

Little inter-

inter3.cticn,

ac~ion,

Very little
interacticr.,
u:::;ually wi:.h
f.e~r

53 \.;ha:: is

t!H~

.:-!-,aract:er .and
~mount 0f i~teraction in
\'OUr s ::~~col ;~~ t·..;ecn the

and

?.xtensive, •
frie~dl~' inter~vi th

·1Ctl.on

deare~ 0!
con fidt!flce and.

hiq~

trust

~r1ncip~l a~d teac~~rs?

Extensive,

54 t-:hat is ~he c!1aracter and
am.::n1..1t of i;:, teraction in your
school among teachers?

55 rn ycu.:- school, is it "e•.recy
rr.an for hi;.-sel f" or do princioal, ~eachers, and students
work as d tea~?

tcac~e=s
~alntain

usually "..Ji th

usually

fear and

dist.ance ft·om
one ~1:nothe r

distrust

n

n 0

D

3'

"Every man
for hirr.:self"

4

2

inter·3:ct:.on, often
~vit-!1 fair ..1..-r:ow1t
or confidence
and trust

cooSJerJtive

COO!J~L1t

tearm... o::-k

tea"':l\<fcri<

A :11oder.=!;

0
5

hi<]h cegre•o of
co:-tfide;lce and
truf't

7

6

5

3f:\0\1!1t

3

f~iE:ndly interact:;.on .,...i th

n n 0

0

Relatively
little

o n 0~
l

?-~odera t~:-

e

8

·;ery su!:J$tantial a:r.ount
of ccoc-erativ~
team..;ol:k

;\

0

""

0
6

0 _J_lJ-i
7

Peg?
6
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Decisions ~dde by
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FREMONT UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT
40775

~RIIMONT

BOULEVAR:D

a

fi'Rf1MONt, CAL.Ifi'ORNIA •

WA YN£ S. Ft.RGUSON, ED.D.,
SUP«~INT£ttDI:HT

MJ:J&

AR'ItA CODI: 41S

TO:

Scheel Building Adl:linistrators and Teachers in the Fremont
Unified School District

FROM:

Edward Noble, School Psychologist

Enclosed is a letter of intrC'duction from the University of Pacific,
Stockton, Cali:'ornia, where ·r am a doctoral candidate. I am pre:Jently
conduct in; research directed at exa:ni:::in~ :::.•dnstreacing or (re) integration
of Educationally Handicapped pupils into the regular educational program.
The ~jor FUrpose of my study is to idencify and describe the organizational
enviror..xent of schools as it affects the integration ar:d reintegration of
Educat:!.onally Handicapped pupils.
A synopsis of my research is as follows:
A.

Questions to be explored:
1.

w'bat are significant school organizatior:al f<>.ctors related
to in-;;egration and reintegration of !:ducatior:ally Har:dicapped pupils?

2.

Are there (re )integration procedures t;1at promote the goals
of

B.

C.

and

r.ci:1-t;egratio~

for these pupils?

Benefits to participati;::g schools:
1.

Provide ~!"tic:!.pating schools with a series of procedures
tr..at a!"~3 ef:'ect.i ve in at:a!r2ing 'the !r.structio!1al ;cal of
returr:ing C::ducat:onall:i Handicapped pupils to the rewll.ar
educational program.

2.

I!e~ti~ school orsanizatio~al factors that =ay mediate
agai::Jst the success of attainin~ this inst!·uctior:al goal.

Cost:
l.

!l.

.:!.r..tegratio~

No cost to participatiP-g schools.

!1ethod of Research:
1.

An

anncny~cus

1ues~:.onr.aire

to be CC'ttp::.eted by tvo o1.:.t of

-:. egular c.lacsr·.:o:t tt!ache!'"s in ·~;v.; ele:ner..tary ~chcols
t-~1a"~ have EducJ.t.ic'r.P..i:_y Ear,d.icn.pped c:..assrocr:s (self-

t~~e

contair.ed or i~3t~ucticr.al ~ay class~s).

~RED

Ito WF.IBEL. 5'1 •• PRE!IO!(NT, GLORIA B. CARR. VIC!! • PROIOENT, FlOOERT D. B<:NYA, CLERK
I<ARitY R. SHEPPARD, INI!Z B. ROSS, RICHARD W. AREY, SYLVIA J. CORNitLl.
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D.

E.

Methoi of Research (Continued):
2.

An annonymous questionnaire to be completed by each of the
teachers of the Educationally Handicapped in these same
elementary schools.

3.

Time of questionnaire:

Number of Schools Participating:

1.

F.

This study will include all elementary schools with
Educationally Handicapped classrooms in the Fremont
Uni~ied School District.

Will I receive a report back?
1.

G.

20- 30 minutes.

Yes, at the end of this research project, if you so
request, you will receive a report of the findings.

Time of Research:
1.

The ;;JC:Jth of )J.ay through the second week in June, 1976.

I would be ha;py to answer any additional questions you may have
rega::-dir;g this project.
Tha:ll<:.

you

again

for yo1J.r cooperation.
You.rs

·-

truly,

I.

.

/~'';

'- '. ,_' ('· \ v"-..) ~ . i ·.....c..~

1

_'

,

\

t:<l:ward L. Noble

2987 Kilkare Road
Sunol, CA '?4586
(415) 862-2174

~
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UNIVERSITY OF THE PACIFIC
SCHOOL OF
I)O.AI'f'\olflrlfT 0,_

EDCC.\TIO~

Stc,(.~ktnn.

..,,

Califor.!lia F'oundt:'d ::!8;"31

!~110MI.

M-1) COI..okS!l.J"Q Pf'rOIOLOGY

April 15, 1976

To Whom It Hay Conceru:

Mr.

Ed~ard Noble, a doctoral candidate in Educational Psychology
and Counseling, is doing a two fold study on the process of mainstreaming as it is reflected in programs for the Educationally
Handicapped. The schools of Fremont Unified School District, where
Mr. Noble i3 a school psycholo~ist, will provide the sample
population of classrooms for.the educationally handicapped to be
used in the study.

}minstreaming is the issue of the times. This
looking at the factors which seem to influence
Thes<~ fa~tors being the organj.zational climate
in>rolved and a Sll:Vey of conditions identified
to mainstreaming.

study dea.ls with
this phanomerum.
of the schools
as being ralated

TI1e data derived will be held in sc~ict confidence. Mr. Noble
will supply an abstract of his findL~gs to you, should you so
desirP..
A!!J a director of this study, and as a profe!Zsional deeply concer~ed vith mainscreaming,its ~fficacy, feasibility, audimplemEntation, I would ver; much appreciate your cooperation in
faci~itating the collection of the required data.
Thank you in advance for your contribution to this important

research effort.
Sin.::erely,

,J~:t
A~t ;J.c.--._
(/ :7-'L .)r"'/~
t::

Eugh J. McBride, Ph.D.
Associate Professor and
Coordinator of Specj~l EducatioB

